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Current Topics. 


The New Oath. 

GREAT UNCERTAINTY still prevails as to the proper manner in 
which witnesses should be sworn under the recent Oaths Act. 
We have already expressed our opinion that the words ‘So help 
me GOD” are not a part of the oath as required to be spoken by a 
witness, and the Lord Chief Justice, in charging the grand jury 
at Aylesbury recently, very emphatically stated the same view. 
All that the Act requires is that the witness shall repeat the 
words of the oath prescribed by law, namely, ‘the evidence I 
shall give to the court and jury shall be the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth.” These are the words of the 
oath which are customary, and in that sense are prescribed by law. 
And Lord ALVERSTONE doesnot consider that the words ‘‘ So help 
me Gop” are to be considered as embodied in the oath 
because the House of Lords rejected words which would have ex- 
pressly prohibited the phrase. On the other hand, the Home 
Office rely on this as a reason for including the words. But of 
course in a matter of this kind the Home Office speaks without 
authority, while the opinion of the Lord Chief Justice is authori- 
tative, and no doubt will prevail. There remain the practical 
objections to the new form of oath, and chiefly the objection that 
the witness, instead of an officer of the court, has to repeat the 
words. Lord ALVERSTONE expresses his liking for this method. 
Probably his view in this respect is not widely shared. Mr. 
Cave, K.C., the Recorder of Guildford, has suggested that it 
would be better for the witness to use simply the words, “I 
swear,” in response to the officer’s recitation of the oath, and it 
may be anticipated that, unless some drastic change is made as 
to the use of the oath, this is the form which Parliament will 
authorise. It is obvious that the legislative attempt of last 
session was made with very little consideration of practical 
results. 


Ought the State to bear the Expense of ascer- 
taining the Law? 
WE ARE informed that at the annual meeting of the Asso- 
ciation of Chambers of Commerce a demand was made by one 
of the Chambers that the Government should create a public 
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department whose duty it should be to carry commercial 
cases to the highest tribunal of the country whenever the point 
at issue was in the nature of a test of the existing law. It was 


urged that the result of some dacisions was to leave the law in | 


a vague and uncertain condition, and that the parties, where the 
amount in dispute was not large, would not think it worth while 
to incur the expense of an appeal to the House of Lords. The 
Chamber, therefore, proposed that in such cases the appeal 
should be prosecuted at the expense of the State. We cannot 
think there is much likelihood that this proposal will be 
accepted by the Legislature. It may be admitted that the 
expense of settling the law by the decision of Courts of Appeal 
is often a grievous burthen upon the suitors. We can remember 
a suggestion, made some years ago, that when a new trial is 
granted on the ground of misconduct by the presiding judge, 
the costs of the new trial should be borne by the State, inasmuch 
as it was the fault of their officer that the additional expense 
was incurred. Litigation might, however, be unduly increased 
by the proposed changes of the law, and it is doubtful whether 
some delay in the settling of important questions of law is an 
unmixed evil. These questions are in the interval discussed by 
text writers and the more learned members of the profession, 
and when in the fullness of time they are brought before the 
final Court of Appeal, the judgment which is given is founded 
upon an exhaustive argument. 


Transfers of Shares to Escape Liability. 


THE DECISION of NEVILLE, J., in Le Discoverers’ Finance Corpora- 
tion, Ltd., Lindlar’s Case (1910, 1 Ch. 207), forms an interesting 
sequel to the decision in the same company’s winding up in 
Cooper's Case (51 SoLiciror’s JOURNAL, 825 ; 1908, 1 Ch. 141). 
A transfer of shares made for the purpose of avoiding liability is 
effectual provided it is bond fide, and to be bond fide it must be 
made out and out, and there must be no arrangement for the 
indemnifying of the transferee by the transferor. Provided 
these conditions are satisfied, the transferee may be a man of 
straw, and the consideration may be merely nominal. In De 
Pass’s Case (4 De G. & J., 544), it was admitted that the transfer 
was to get rid of liability, but TurNER, L.J., held that the appel- 
lants were entitled to do this. ‘I cannot see what equity there 
could be on the part of the other shareholders to insist upon their 
retaining the shares.” Perhaps, however, an equity could have 
been found without searching very far. The transferor, in 
evading his own liability, increases the risk of his co-adventurers 
in the business, or, if their uncalled capital will be called up in 
any event, he wilfully diminishes the fund available for 
creditors. However, these considerations have not prevailed with 
the court, and the transfer is effectual unless, as was said in 
Costello’s Case (2 D. F. & J. 302), it is * a mere fiction, a mere device 
for the purpose of evading in an undue and improper manner the 
liability which the law perhaps afforded the means of removing 
or escaping from in a proper manner.” ‘The “ perhaps” was un- 
necessary. In the present case a foreigner—a German labourer— 
was found who was ready to take over for a nominal considera- 
tion 2,000 £1 shares on which only 7s, 6d. had been paid. It 
was objected that the transferor, as an honourable man, must have 
intended to idemnify him, and that the transfer was therefore 
not bond fide in the sense above stated. The learned judge, with- 
out impugning the transferor’s honour, declined to infer an 
indemnity, and to have done so would have knocked the 
bottom out of the doctrine of transfers to escape liability. Such 
a result would have done no harm, but it would have been con- 
trary to the authorities. Hence the transfer was effectual for the 
intended purpose. In Cooper’s Case (supra) the transfer was of 
5,000 similar shares, but it was held that there was an under- 
standing as to indemnity, and the transfer was not effectual. 


Action of Libel in Respect of Notice informing 
Customers that Plaintiff is no longer in 
Service of Defendants. 

IT WOULD really seem that it is difficult for a trader, or 
firm of traders, to inform their customers by circular that an 
agent or employee is no longer in their service, without running 
the risk of an action for libel. 


In a number of cases which appear 





in the law reports it has been held that if the words of such a 
circular would not naturally and necessarily suggest to the mind 
of any reader of average intelligence any imputation against the 
character or capacity of the person referred to in the circular, 
no action is maintainable, and where the words can bear but one 
meaning, and that is obviously not defamatory, no innuendo or 
other allegation on the pleadings can make the words defamatory, 
and the judge at the trial should enter judgment for the 
defendant and not permit the case to goto the jury. Having 
regard to these decisions, we were surprised to read an account 
in the newspapers of the case of Burke v. Ellison, tried before 
Lord ALVERSTONE, C.J., and a special jury. The plaintiff, a 
traveller for the defendants, who were in the woollen trade, was 
dismissed by them on the ground that he did rot introduce a 
sufficient amount of business in proportion to his salary; his 
salary being puid in lieu of notice. The defendants, after his 
dismissal, sent round a notice to all their customers as follows :— 
“ We regret to inform you that we have been obliged to make a 
change in our representative, and that we have no longer the 
services of Mr. — (the plaintiff). We have appointed Mr. — to 
take over the duties, and in a few weeks he hopes to have the 
pleasure of calling upon you.” Evidence was given by a witness 
that he understood the notice to imply that the plaintiff had 
committed an offence, criminal or otherwise, but it is unnecessary 
to say that evidence of special damage will not support a cause 
of action where the words are not in themselves libellous. The 
case was one in which some of our judges, now no more, would, 
without hesitation, have nonsuited the plaintiff, but the Chief 
Justice took the cautious step of leaving the question of libel to 
the jury, who found for the defendants. The ingenuity of the 
draftsman might perhaps be exercised in preparing a form of 
circular which would remove the slightest pretext for an action 
of libel. 


Agreement by Money-lender not to call at the 
Place of Business of the Borrower. 

AN ACTION of much novelty was recently tried before the 
Assistant Judge of the Lord Mayor’s Court. It was brought 
by a borrower against a money-lender for breach of contract to 
refrain from disclosing the transaction to the employer of the 
borrower. The plaintiff, a warehouseman, had been formerly in 
the employment of his father, a merchant in the city, at a 
weekly salary, with a bonus at the end of the year. Having 
borrowed money some years ago from the defendants, who were 
money-lenders, their collector called at the place of business of 
the plaintiff, and in consequence of this visit the plaintiff's 
father paid the amount of his son’s debt. The plaintitf was at 
the same time informed that if he again borrowed money from 
the defendants he would be dismissed from his employment. 
Some time afterwards, being in want of money, he had an 
interview with the defendants, who agreed to advance him a 
further sum upon the terms that they would not call 
at the place where he was employed for the purpose of 
collecting the instalments due in respect of the loan, or 
do anything that would bring the transaction to the know- 
ledge of the father of the plaintiff. The plaintiff paid 
some of the instalments with tolerable punctuality, but in July 
of last year, while he was on his way to the office of the 
defendants to pay an instalment, the collector of the defendants 
had an interview with the plaintiff's father, the result of which 
was that the plaintiff on his return was dismissed. He then 
brought his action against the defendants in respect of their 
breach of contract. The Assistant Judge told the jury that they 
had only to consider whether there was a “definite contract” 
between the plaintiff and the manager of the defendants’ 
business that the money should be lent and borrowed upon the 
distinct understanding that the defendants would not call at the 
plaintiff's place of business, and whether there was a breach of 
this contract. The jury found for the plaintiff with substantial 
damages. We have little sympathy with the plaintiff, and are 
rather disposed to think that the agreement was opposed to public 
policy. We should not, however, be surprised if his success in 
this action should lead other borrowers to follow his example 
inasmuch as similar cases are not unlikely to recur. 
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The Use of the Word “‘ Wife” in a Will. 

Ir was held in Re Brown (Times, January 31st) that a 
woman with whom a testator lived as his wife, and whom he 
openly acknowledged as such, was entitled to the benefit of dis- 
positions in his will made in favour of “my wife,” though they 
were not married. The testator was in this case a widower, so 
that apparently either the lady with whom he lived was entitled, 
or no one was. But in a recent volume of the Canadian reports 
a singular case is to be found, where the real wife and the sham 
wife contended that each was entitled, to the exclusion of the 
other, to be considered as the person designated in the testator’s 
will as ““my wife”: Marks v. Marks (40 Can. S. C. R. 210.) 
The Court of five judges was divided, three holding that the 
wife de facto (the woman whom the testator was actually treating 
as his wife at the time of his death) was entitled to take under 
the will, and two dissenting and holding that the real legal 
wife was entitled. The position taken up by the Supreme Court 
of Canada may be summed up in these words, from the judgment 
of one of the majority :—‘It is claimed that there cannot be 
anyone who can answer to that description, ‘my wife,’ except 
the one person who may in law be decided to be such. I do not 
think the law so binds us. Unless it does, I do not see why we 
should pervert the most obvious intention of this testator. I 
think we are bound to read his language in light of all the 
circumstances that surrounded and were known to him when he 
used it, and give effect to the intention it discloses when so read.” 
The legal wife, who had been away from the testator for years, was 
therefore held not to be the person designated as ‘my wife” in 
his will. This seems to be in accordance with the English case law 
on the subject. For this the cases of Pratt v. Mathew (22 Beav. 
328) and Ke Wagstaff (1908, 1 Ch. 162) may be referred to ; but 
in both these cases there had been a ceremony of marriage 
between the testator and the person designated in the will ag 
his wife, which marriage was known to the testator to be 
invalid. Re Wagstaff was the case in which FARWELL, L.J., 
quaintly characterised the contention of the appellants as being 
that the testator had said, in the words of the psalmist, “ This 
lady is to have this income until my abominable sin shall be found 
out.” . 


“A Model Court.” 


THE Municrpat Court of Chicago, at the beginning of the 
fourth year of its existence, is recommended by the American 
Bar Association as a model for the reconstruction of the judicial 
system of the States of the Union. It is organised on the plan 
of a business corporation, with a board of directors, executive 
officer, administrative staff, and superintendents, but exercises 
greater powers than courts having a more extensive jurisdiction. 
It consists of a Chief Justice and twenty-seven judges, all elected 
by popular vote, a chief clerk and chief bailiff, who are also elected, 
an auditor, an executive staff, more than one hundred deputy 
clerks, and more than one hundred deputy bailiffs. The members 
of the Chicago police force are also, under the law, ex-officio deputy 
bailiffs, subject to the orders of the court. The salary of the 
Chief Justice is £1,500 per annum, that of the associate justices 
£1,200, and that of the chief bailiff £1,000 per annum. The city is 
divided into two districts. In the first district all civil causes are 
tried in a twelve-storied building, in Michigan Avenue. In this 
building there are eighteen courts, in seven of which there are 
no jury trials, while in the eleven remaining all cases are tried by 
juries, Here, too, are the offices of the Chief Justice and his 
executive staff, and of the bailiffs and clerks. There are thirteen 
branch criminal courts. The Chief Justice has absolute power 
over the assignment of the judges to the different branches. He 
shifts them about in such manner as he thinks may facilitate 
the administration of justice. In each criminal branch the 
judge is usually able to dispose of the business arising there, and 
whenever this is not the case, the surplus cases are transferred to a 
judge who has less to do. In the civil branches, non-jury cases are 
distributed among the different judges by the clerk in accordance 
with the direction of the Chief Justice to send an equal number to 
each judge. Calendars of civil jury cases are made up in the 
office of the Chief Justice, and assignments from them are made 
daily as each court trying such cases may require. Each judge 


has the entire calendar to draw from in the order in which the 
cases are set down. Supplementary proceedings have been 
instituted tv render judgments more effective and to recover 
assets concealed by a debtor. His pockets may be searched ; his 
watch taken out of his possession ; and where the debtor is a 
woman, a ring may be taken from her finger. We are informed 
that there has been a decrease of nearly 40 per cent. in the more 
serious criminal offences since the court was established, and that 
less than 10 per cent. of its rulings have been reversed by the 
Supreme Courts of the State. 


The President’s Rulings at the recent Meeting of 
the Law Society. 


THE MAIN business of the meeting of the Law Society last 
week was the consideration of the report of the Committee on the 
King’s Bench Division. Both the inconsistent motions—one 
expressing approval of the appointment of a commissioner in civil 
cases, and the other expressing approval of the report of the 
committee—were shelved, and probably rightly shelved. The 
Council of the Society are still considering the question, and 
until they have reported on it, and stated in detail the reasons 
for their conclusions, it is premature to discuss the matter at 
a general meeting, and to hamper the Council by recommenda- 
tions. The discussion should be on the Council’s report. It is 
to be regretted that the President, while speaking with propriety 
and moderation in this sense, should have laid himself open 
to the suggestion of having in the conduct of the debate 
strained or ignored the bye-laws of the Society. We print 
elsewhere a letter from Mr. CHARLES ForpD complaining, first, 
that the President permitted Sir ALBERT ROLLIT to speak twice 
on Mr. Forp’s motion approving the report of the Joint Com- 
mittee on the King’s Bench Division. Bye-law 33, containing the 
Rules of Debate which are to be observed at general meetings, 
provides, rule (i), that “in case debate shall arise on any sub- 
ject, no member shall be permitted to speak more than once on 
the same question,” except that the mover of a resolution may 
speak in reply ; but rule (v) enables a member who has spoken, 
by permission of the Chairman, to be “again heard in explana- 
tion ; but he shall not introduce new matter.” Sir A. RoLiit 
was permitted to speak twice on the same question, and also 
apparently, in a sense, to introduce new matter—namely, the 
moving of the previous question. The President explained that 
Sir A. Rotuir had risen a second time to correct his mistake, 
in not concluding his first speech with a motion ; but the moving of 
a motion appears to be a different thing from the “ explanation ” 
contemplated by the rule. Mr. Forp’s next point is a rather 
technical one. He says that the Chairman permitted Sir A. 
Rotuit to move “the previous question, a form of motion for- 
bidden by our bye-laws.” Rule (iii) provides that “ any member 
desiring to move the previous question shall do so by moving 
that the meeting do proceed to the next business.” This is 
the form of motion which appears in our report; but 
even if the incorrect form was actually used, it was 
at most a mere irregularity. Finally, Mr. Forp complains that 
the President ruled that he had no right of reply. This does 
not appear in our report of the meeting, but if it was so, there 
would seem to have been a breach of the provision of rule (i), 
above quoted, providing that “the mover of any resolution shall 
be allowed to speak in reply,” although under rule (ii) the 
mover in reply, against the evident sense of the meeting as 
expressed by the Chairman, is not to speak for more than ten 
minutes. 


Statutory Obligations. 


RECENTLY a Divisional Court had before it a County Court 
appeal in which the plaintiff's claim was for the payment of 
Qs, 3d. : see Oxton v. Williams (Times, January 25th). The claim 
was made under section 14 of the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 
1887 (50 and 51 Vict. c. 58), which enacts, in effect, that the 
checkweigher at a mine, appointed and paid by the miners to 
check the weights of coal sent up, may recover a proportion of his 
wages from any miner who is paid by weight of coal gotten. 
The amount sued for represented three weeks’ wages at 9d. a 





week. The defendant, however, was not paid by weight, and 
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had declined to recognise the plaintiffs right to any 
remuneration. It was held that the plaintiff was not entitled 


to recover, either on the ground of any strictly contractual 
liability on the defendant’s part, or of any statutory 
liability. But some observations were made by PHILLIMORE, 
J.. on the subject of “statutory obligations” which 
seem to call for comment. His Lordship said :—‘ Until 
recent times legal obligations arose only in four cases, cx 
contractu, quasi ex contractu, ex delicto, and quasi ex delicto, bu® it 
may be that modern legislation has created statutory 
obligations which cannot be ranged under any of these heads.” 
Few English text writers deal with the law and theory of obliga- 
tions as a whole, and judges very seldom even refer to this branch 
of jurisprudence. The observation quoted may, therefore, possibly 
attract some attention, especially from students. Now, with 
reference to the statement as to legal obligations arising “ only ” 
in four cases, it has been pointed out (see Salmond, Jurispr. 441) 
that this classification “is not exhaustive, for it is based on no 
logical scheme of division, but proceeds by simple enumeration 
only.” In the English translation of Pothier by Evans (i. 3) the 
following passage occurs: “The causes of obligations are, 1. 
Contracts ; 2. Engagements in the nature of contracts [quasi- 
contracts] ; 3. Injuries (/¢lits) ; 4. Acts in the nature of injuries 
[quasi-délits|—sometimes the mere authority of the law, or the 
mere force of natural equity.” The above passage occurs exactly 
as printed here, and is in some degree misleading. The original 
French is: ‘‘ Les causes des obligations sont les contrats, 
les quasi-contrats, les délits, les quasi-délits, quelquefois 
la loi ou Véquité seule.” It is clear that PoTnier, writing 
in the eighteenth century, did not for a moment regard 
any merely fourfold division into contracts, quasi-contracts, \c., 
as exhaustive, and that he would certainly not have admitted 
“ statutory obligations” to have arisen for the first time under 
“ modern legislation.” In fact, /u /oi (“the mere authority of the 
law”) really covers the case of ‘statutory obligations.” To 
introduce the “statutory obligation” as a fifth division 
of recent growth is, therefore, to err both historically and 
logically. A logical division of obligations, with reference to 
their sources may be found in SAviGNy, where those derived 
from the jus gentium are separated from those derived from the 
jus civile, as we might assign to one division obligations arising 
from the voluntary acts of the parties, and to another division 
obligations created by express enactment in a statute, irrespective 
of any agreement between individuals 

Release of Surety. 

THE DECISION of the Court of Appeal in Perry v. National 
Provincial Bank of England (ante, p. 233) shews that a clause in 
a suretyship deed allowing the creditor to make arrangements 
with the principal debtor is effectual to save the rights against the 
surety, even though the arrangement includes the release of the 
principal debtor. Apart from such a clause, any variation of the 
legal position as betwen the creditor and the principal debtor 
releases the surety, if it may operate to his disadvantage and is 
made without his consent. “It is the clearest and most evident 


contract between the parties, and if the surety has agreed that 
he will remain liable notwithstanding any composition which the 
creditor may arrange with the principal debtor, effect must be 
given tothe agreement. It was so held in Cowper v. Smith (4M. 
& W. 519), and also in Union Bank of Manchester v. Beech (3 H, 
& C. 672), notwithstanding that the composition was accompanied 
by an actual release to the principal debtor. In Perry 
v. National Provincial Bank (supra) the plaintiff as surety had 
given a mortgage on property to secure the current account 
with the defendant bank of his two sons, who were trading in 
partuership, The sons made an arrangement with their creditors 
when £3,530 was due onthe account. The security was valued 
at £1,630, and the bank accepted debenture stock of a company 
into which the partnership business was converted in full dis- 
charge of the balance of £1,900, and they released the debtors, 
It was contended that this operated to discharge the surety, so 
that he would be entitled to have back his property free from the 
mortgage. But the mortgage contained a clause to the effect 
above stated, and the Court of Appeal, reversing NEVILLE, J, 
held that the property was still a security for £1,630. 


Order Revoking a Patent for Non-working,. 

UNDER SECTION 27 of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907, an 
application may be made to the Comptroller for the revocation 
of a patent on the ground that the patented article or process 
is manufactured or carried on exclusively or mainly outside the 
United Kingdom. The section also provides that on such an 
application, unless the patentee proves that the patented article 
or process is manufactured or carried on to an adequate extent 
in the United Kingdom, or gives satisfactory reasons why the 
article or process is not so manufactured or carried on, the 
Comptroller can make an Order revoking the patent either (a) 
forthwith, or (/) after such reasonable interval as may be specified 


fin the Order, unless in the meantime it is shewn to his satisfac- 


tion that the patented article or process is manufactured or 
carried on within the United Kingdom to an adequate extent. 
There have been several applications of this kind, on which the 
Comptroller has either revoked the patent forthwith or dismissed 
the application, but in one case—that of Webster's Patent, No. 
4397 cf 1904 (26 R. P. C. 300)—the Comptroller, in April, 1909, 
made an Order revoking the patent on the 3lst of December, 
1909, unless in the meantime it was shewn to his satisfaction that 
the patented process was carried on within the United Kingdom 
to an adequate extent. On the 18th of December the case came 
again before the Comptroller for the purpose of submitting evi- 
dence to satisfy him that there was at that date adequate working 
in the, United Kingdom. The applicants for revocation did 
not appear on this occasion. The Comptroller held (27 R. P.C 
30) that the patentee had satisfied him on the above-mentioned 
point, and he discharged the Order revoking the patent. What 
the patentee proved was, in substance, that there was only a 
limited demand for the patented process ; that his agents had 
sent out circulars to 135 leading firms who would be presumably 
interested in the matter, calling attention to the advantages of 
the patent, and that the process could be seen at work at a 





equity,” said Lord LoueHnorouau, C., in Rees v. Berrington 
(2 Ves. J., p. 543), “ not to carry on any transaction without the 
privity of him {i the surety], who must necessarily have a 
concern in every transaction with the principal debtor.” This, 
however, is subject to the exception that the creditor may 
prevent the release of the surety by expressly reserving his 
rights against him in the arrangement with the principal debtor. 
In effect, such a reservation qualifies the arrangement with the 
principal debtor ; for if the creditor, acting under the reservation, 
proceeds against the surety, the surety can then at once proceed 
against the principal debtor, notwithstanding the arrangement : 
Webb v. Hewitt (3 K. & J., p. 442). But, as was held in that 
case, this does not apply where the arrangement operates as an 
actual release of the principal debtor. If the debt is gone, there 
is nothing—so it was said—that could be reserved against 
the surety. This might seem to apply equally where the envetr. 
ship deed contains a clause allowing the creditor to give 
time to, or arrange with, the principal debtor. If the debt | 
is gone, why should the creditor retain any right against 
the surety’? But the matter depends on the terms of the 





small installation set up in London; that a correspondence had 
taken place with certain parties as to taking licences; and that 
one important firm had taken a licence under which plant bad 
been erected, and working bad taken place to a small extent. 
The Comptroller expressed himself satisfied with the bona files 
and stability of this firm, and of their desire to work under their 
licence to their utmost capacity directly the full results of their 
early working was known. Under these circumstances the Comp- 
troller held that adequate working at the present tame was 
proved. But he pointed out that his decision was not final, and 
that it would be open to anyone to apply in the future for revoca 
tion of the patent if the patented process was not continued to be 
carried on here to an adequate extent. 





The Manx House of Keys, says the 7'imes, debated the Agricultw 
Holdings Bill on Tuesday for several hours, and it was carried throu 
third reading by fifteen votes to eight. Leave was given to introduce 
a Bill to provide old-age pensions as in England, and a Bill to amalga 
mate the parochial authorities for poor relief, education, and local 
government into one parochial council for all purposes. 























sia tara IR Set 















IQIO, 


reed that 
hich the 
must be 
ith (4M. 
ch (3 H, 
m panied 
n Perry 
‘ety had 
account 
ding in 
-reditors 
s valued 

Ompany 

full dis- 

debtors, 

rety 
rom the 
© effect 
LLE. d 


’ ’ 


» 80 


907, an 
ocation 
process 
ide the 
uch an 
article 
extent 
hy the 
n, the 
ler (da) 
ecified 
itisfac- 
red or 
xtent. 
sh the 
nissed 
t, No. 
1909, 
m ber, 
n that 
dom 
came 
4 evi- 
rking 
n did 
PG 
ioned 
W hat 
nly a 
» had 
nably 
es of 
at a 
had 
that 
had 
tent. 
Wiles 
their 
their 
om p- 
was 
and 
Toca 
o be 


duce 
ilga 


loca 











cna none" 


; 
| 








Feb. 5, 1910. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





(Vol. 54.] 247 








Imperfect Gifts. 


Ir was considered at one time that the distinction between legal 
and equitable interests was dependent on the separate ad- 
ministration of law and equity, and that if that separate 
administration ever ceased this fundamental distinction would 
cease as well. But the administration of law and equity has 
been amalgamated by the Judicature Acts, and the result, in 
fact, has been quite different. Law and equity, and legal and 
equitable interests, still subsist separately, and it is, perhaps, 
not too much to say that the real effect has been merely to 
avoid a double procedure, and to require that a lawyer in what- 
ever court he practises shall be versed both in law and in equity. 
Some day, no doubt, the continuance of the double system of 
rights and interests will have to be considered, and the assist- 
ance afforded by the legal estate put upon some sound footing. 
At present its chief characteristic is that, while it is a power- 
ful means of defence to a threatened right, yet its help is largely 
a matter of chance, and in nothing is this more noticeable than 
in the doctrine as to the completion of an imperfect gift by the 
appointment of the donee as executor, which was established by 
JESSEL, M.R., in Strong v. Bird (L.R. 18 Eq. 315), and has been 
applied in several cases since, but which PARKER, J., refused to 
extend to the circumstances before him in the recent case of 
Re Innes (1910, 1 Ch. 188). 

The doctrine itself is perfectly simple, and is an inevitable 
result from the distinction above adverted to. The only objec- 
tion to it is that its operation is a pure matter of chance, and a 
system of law which determines the rights of parties in such a 
way is open to obvious criticism. A man expresses an intention 
to release a debt or to make a disposition of property, but does 
not give effect to that disposition in such a way as to make the 
release. or the gift legally complete. Then he dies, having 
appointed the debtor or the donee his executor. The appoint- 
men@operates, as regards a debt, as a legal release of the debt, 
though if there were no more, there would be no release of the 
debt in equity, and in an administration action the executor 
would have to pay the debt. Buit against this equitable liability 
to pay the debt has to be set the equitable release founded on the 
testator’s expressed intention to forgive the debt. The equitable 
release is supported by the legal, though purely technical, 
release effected by the appointment of the debtor as executor, 
and this being so, the equitable liability is gone. 

This is the doctrine of Strong v. Bird (supra). There the 
defendant’s stepmother lived with him and paid £212 10s. a 
quarter for her board. He borrowed £1,100 from her on an 
arrangement that it was to be repaid by the deduction of £100 
from each quarter’s payment. ‘This was done for two quarters, 
when the stepmother expressed her intention not to require 
payment of the balance, and until her death, some four years 
later, paid the quarterly sums in full. She appointed the 
defendant her executor. JrsseL, M.R., held that the intended 
release of the debt, which at law was ineffectual, was perfected 
by the legal release consequent upon the defendant’s becoming 
exeoutor. ‘The legal effect of that was to release the debt 
in law, and therefore the condition which is required, namely, that 
the release shall be perfect at law, was complied with by the 
testatrix making him executor.” And the learned judge 
added:—‘It is not necessary that the legal change shall 
knowingly be made by the donor with a view to carry out 
the gift. It may be made for another purpose; but if the 
gift is clear, and there is to be no recall of the gift, and no 
intention to recall it, so that the person who executes the 
legal instrument does not intend to invest the person taking 
upon himself the legal ownership with any other character, 
there is no reason why the legal instrument should not have 
its legal effect.” 

Strong v. Bird (supra) was followed by Stiruine, J., in Re 
Applebee (1891, 3 Ch. 422), and in both cases evidence was 
admitted of the creditor’s intention to forgive the debt ; and the 
principle was applied to an imperfect gift of property by BYRNE, J., 
in Re Griffin (1899, 1 Ch. 408), and by NEVILLE, J., in Re Stewart | 
(1908, 2 Ch. 251). In the former case the gift of a deposit 
receipt seems to have been made in such a way as to constitute | 


a perfect gift ; but assuming that this was not so, BYRNE, J., held 
that he could not refuse to recognise that the appointment of 
the donee as executor completed the title without rejecting at 
any rate some part of the reasoning in Strong v. Bird. In Re 
Stewart there was the additional circumstance that the donee was 
only one of several executors, but NEVILLE, J., held that this was 
immaterial. The doctrine of Strong v. Bird he explained as 
follows :—‘‘ The reasoning by which this conclusion is reached is 
of a double character—first, that the vesting of the property in 
the executor at the testator’s death completes the imperfect gift 
made in the lifetime, and, secondly, that the intention of the 
testator to give the beneficial interest to the executor is suflicient 
to countervail the equity of beneficiaries under the will, the 
testator having vested the legal estate in the executor.” And 
since the whole of the personalty vests in each executor, the 
legal title of the donee-executor is complete, whether he is sole 
executor or not. 

In the present case of Le Innes (supra) a testator had been 
pressed by an unmarried daughter, who lived with him and acted 
as his housekeeper, to pay herasalary. Accordingly he handed 
her a signed writing by which he declared that, after a certain 
date, she should receive from his business £2 a week, and also 
an additional weekly sum of the same amount, the latter, bow- 
ever, to remain in the business for five years at 5 per cent. per 
annum. He lived for about four years afterwards. The daughter 
did not draw any sums regularly, but received from her father 
various sums amounting to £78 10s. She was appointed one of 
his executors, and claimed to retain the arrears of the weekly 
sums either as creditor or as cestui que trust, or on the principle 
that the imperfect gift had been completed by her appointment as 
executor. PARKER, J., held that the arrangement was not one of 
contract so as to constitute her a creditor, nor was there any 
declaration of trust as to specific property of which she could 
take advantage as cestui que trust. The real point in the case was 
whether it could be brought within the doctrine of Sfrony v. 


Bird. The learned judge held that it could not, on the ground 
that there was no attempted gift of specific property. 


“What is wanted,” he said, “in order to make that principle 
applicable is certain definite property which a donor has attempted 
to give to a donee, but has not succeeded. There must be 
in every case a present intention of giving, the gift being 
imperfect for some reason at law, and then a subsequent per- 
fection of that gift by the appointment of the donee to be 
executor of the donor, so that he takes the legal estate by virtue 
of the executorship conferred upon him.” Here the attempted 
gift was not of specific property, but of an indefinite number of 
sums of money payable in, the future. 

It is, indeed, difficult to see how the document could be 
more than a mere expression of intention to pay the sums men- 
tioned, which:failed in the elements both of a contract and a 
gift. It may be hoped that the claimant was consoled by the 
fact that under her father’s will she took one-fifth of his estate, 
which was worth about £80,000. Had the circumstances been 
different, it would have been a matter of regret that the happy 
accident which determined the rights of the debtor or donee in 
the cases referred to above was not available here also, But 
what is abundantly clear is that a circumstance, such as the 
appointment of an executor, which is not intended to have any 
relation to the debt or gift in question, ought not in any rational 
system of law to affect the legal result. 





Reviews. 
Local Taxation Licences. 


Tue LAW AND Practice RELATING TO THE DUTIES ON THE LOCAL 
TAXATION LICENCES TRANSFERRED TO CouNTY COUNCILS IN 
ENGLAND AND WALES AS FROM THE Ist JANUARY, 1909, UNDER 
THE PROVISION OF SECTION 6 OF THE FINANCE Act, 1908, AND AN 
OrperR tn Councit IssuepD THEREUNDER. TOGETHER WITH THE 
CIRCULAR OF THE LocaL GoVERNMENT BoArD, THE REGULATIONS 
oF THE GENERAL Post Orrice, &c. By Sir NaTHANtrEL J. 





Hicumore, Barrister-at-Law, Solicitor for His Majesty’s Customs. 

Seconp Eprtion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Under section 6 of the Finance Act, 1908, and the Order in 
Council of October in the same year, the duties on licences for game, 
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dogs, guns, armorial bearings, and male servants were, as from Ist 
January, 1909, transferred to the county councils. The present 
work gives the details of this change, and the statute law relating 
to these various licences, with references to the authorities. Thus 
dog licences depend on Acts of 1867, 1878, and 1906. At p. 6€ is 
printed an opinion delivered by Lord Linpiey at the Swainsthorpe 
Petty Sessions in June, 1907, as to the procedure to be followed on 
applications for exemption in respect of sheep dogs under section 22 
of the Act of 1878. The Appendix contains a circular letter on 
Local Taxation Licences issued by the Home Office in October, 1908, 
and also the Post Office Notices and Regulations. 





The Protection of Children. 


THE CHILDREN Act, 1908, AND OrHER Acts APPERTAINING TO CHIL- 
DREN IN THE Unitep Ktnapom. By Davip Dewar, Procurator- 
Fiscal for the City of Dundee. William Green & Sons. 


This work contains the text of the Children Act, 1908, and other 
statutes, exclusive of the Education Acts and the Factory Acts, 
relating to children. Thus while parts of the Prevention of Cruelty 
to Children Act, 1904, have been repealed by the Act of 1908, 
some sections, such as section 2 (restrictions on employment of child- 
ren), remain in force ; and these, as well as the Dangerous Perform- 
ances Acts, 1879 and 1897, are included. Among the statutes 
printed there are also portions of the Criminal Law Amendment 
Act, 1885, and the whole of the Betting and Loans (Infants) Act, 
1892, and the Intoxicating Liquors (Sales to Children) Act, 1901. 
Some brief notes are added, but practically the body of the work 
gives only the text of the statutes. The Appendix contains a good 
deal of explanatory matter in the shape of circulars issued by the 
Home Office, and also the statutory rules and forms issued under 
the Act of 1908. These are classified according as they apply to 
England, Scotland, or Ireland. The work is a useful compendium of 
statute law and of official information on the subject of the protection 
of children. 


Local Government. 


County, District, AND ParisH CouNCILS BEING A CONCISE 
GUIDE TO THEIR Powers, DuTIES, AND LIABILITIES UNDER THE 
LocaL GOVERNMENT ACTS OF 1888 AND 1894. By J. H. MENzikEs, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Ltd.). 


The greater part of this work consists of the text of the Local 
Government Acts, 1888 and 1894, with occasional notes. A full 
commentary on the various sections is beyond the object of the book, 
which is intended to furnish a concise guide to the statutes. There 
are prefatory chapters which give a sketch of the history of local 
government in England and explain the constitution of the present 
local authorities ; and there are summaries of the two Acts just 
mentioned. The work is the first of a series of Local Government 
Manuals which the publishers are issuing under the general editor- 
ship of Mr. Bertram Jacobs, the next two being on Municipal 
Corporations and Public Health. The explanatory chapters are 
clearly and concisely written, and the book will be useful to those 
who require to refer readily to the text of the statutes. 


Personal Property. 


AN EpitromMe or Persons Property Law. 
KELKE, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Tutrp 
Maxwell (Ltd.). 


By W. R. Hastines 
Epition. Sweet & 


This is a very concise manual of the law of personal property ; 
distinguishing first between absolute and qualified property, the latter 
including bailment, lien and mortgage ; then treating of special forms 
of property, such as shipping, choses in action, shares and copyright; 
and concluding with chapters on involuntary alienation, and ad- 
ministration of the estates of deceased persons. A great deal is 
packed into a small compass, and the student will find the work 
useful as a reminder after perusing the larger works on the subject. 
But as a first book it is too condensed, and the ruthless dropping 
of the definite article and other abbreviations have disadvantages 
not compensated by a slight saving of space. If the student wishes 
to profit he must take his law at large, and undue condensation is 
likely to lead to confusion. 


Books of the Week. 
A Treatise on the Effect of the Contract of Sale on the Legal Rights 
of Property and Possession in Goods, Wares and Merchandise. sy 
Lord Bracknurn. Third Edition. By Winttam Norman R AEBURN, 











M.A., LL.B. (Glas.), and Leonarp CHarLes THomas, Barristers-at- 
Law. Stevens & Sons(Limited). 

The Law of Meetings: Being a Concise Statement of the Law 
Relating to the Conduct and Control of Meetings in General, and 
in Particular Political, Social and Other Meetings, Meetings of Com- 
panies, County Councils, Borough Councils, District Councils, Boards 
of Guardians, Parish Councils, Parish Meetings, Vestries, Local 
Education Authorities, and Meetings of Electors under the Borough 
Funds Acts, 1872-1903 ; with the Sections of the Statutes Relating 
Thereto. Fifth Edition. By C. P. BLackwe t, B.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. Butterworth & Co 

Criminal Appeal Cases : Reports of Cases in the Court of Criminal 
Appeal, Vecember 10th, 17th and 20th, 1909. Edited by Herman 
Couen, Barrister-at-Iaw. Vol. III., Part IX. Stevens & Haynes. 


Correspondence. 
The Law Society’s Bye-laws. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—As it has frequently happened, to my knowledge during the 
last forty years, that Presidents of the Law Society unintentionally, 
on points of order, sometimes rule in flagrant disregard of our bye 
laws, 1 hope this letter may induce more care in this respect for the 
future. 

At a general meeting of the Law Society, held on Friday, the 28th 
January, the President (the Official Solicitor of the Supreme Court) 
permitted Sir Albert Rollit to speak twice on my motion approving 
of the unanimous report of the Joint Committee of both Houses of 
Parliament advising the immediate appointment of two additional 
King’s Bench judges. 

Further, he permitted Sir Albert Rollit to move “the previous 
question,” a form of motion forbidden by our bye-laws, and finally, 
on my proceeding to exercise my right of reply on my said motion, 
the President ruled that I had no right of reply, whereas bye-law 33 
(which deals with the above points) merely limits 4 right of reply to 
five minutes in a case like the one in question. 

CHARLES Forp. 

The Outer Temple, London, W.C., Jan. 29. 

[See observations under head of “ Current Topics.”—Ep., S./.] 





Charging Order Against Shares in Private 
Company. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—Herewith we send you copy of a letter we are to-day sending 
to the Secretary of the Law Society as to a decision of Master 
Archibald which we think should be brought to the notice of the 
profession. Carger & BARBER. 

Finsbyry Circus-buildings, 18, Eldon-street, E.C., Jan. 28. 

The following is a copy cf the letter referred to by our corre- 


spondents : 
[copy. ] 
28th January, 1910. 

Dear Sir,—We think a decision of Master Archibald given by him on 
the 25th inst. should be brought to the attention of your Council. 

Clients of ours obtained a charging order nisi against certain shares in 
a company, registered in September last, under the Companies (Consolida- 
tion) Act as a private company. 

A claimant to the shares by his counsel contended that a charging 
order could not be obtained against shares in a private company, having 
regard to the language of section 14 of the Charging Order Act of 1 & 2 
Vict. c. 110, which only referred to shares in any public company in 
England. 

Upon the hearing of the reference Master Archibald decided that the 
contention of the claimaut’s counsel that no charging order could be 
obtained against any shares in a private company was correct. 

This decision of the master appears to us to be a most serious one, and 
we think the matter ought to receive the attention of yourCouncil. The 
master also decided against our clients upon the facts, which prevented 
our clients appealing upon the point of law.—Yours faithfully, 

CARTER & BARBER. 

The Secretary, Law Society, 113, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





Loose Leaf Law Reports. 
[7 the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—Your last number contained an interesting and amusing 
summary and criticism of the writer's scheme for loose leaf law 
reports. The critic ingeniously adapts the somewhat unfortunate 
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expre ssion 
should surely be entitled “ Hopeless Eve ; or, the Lawyer’s Litter !’ 
A busy, and, it may be, successful lawyer is depicted in despair, seated 
at night in his ¢ -hambers knee-dee ep in cases, his drawers and cabinets 
all but denuded of their contents, which lie littering the floor. Hope- 
lessly he asks “Will they ever get back?” May I paint a more 
rosaic picture? A very busy barrister, who has cited no less than a 
1undred cases during the day, just back from court ; with him his 
clerk ; the clerk carries an expanding portfolio such as is seen daily 
in the ¢ ‘ity the portfolio contains a thousand leaves, not loose leaves 
but neat little packets of leaves, averaging ten, fastened together, and 
W qt acard bearing the case name forming the top of each packet ; 
the barrister removes his wig and gown and goes to tea—or to a con- 
sultation ; the clerk opens the portfolio, picks out a case, looks at a 
card, opens a drawer, sees an identical card, drops the first case 
behind it ; so with the others, and long before the lawyer’s return 
each case is back and the clerk has gone to his tea—or his telephone. 

The critic suggests, again, that the claim that libraries would be 
smaller, and therefore cheaper and less bulky, may prove 
Would it? The writer without hesitation admits that a collection 

leading cases would not meet the requirements of the practising 
lawyer. Granted, too, that the selection of such le me cases 
would be difficult. But that is not the suggestion. ‘The plan is to 
provide a reservoir, from which not only leading, but any cases can 
be drawn at will, What use is any case until you want it? Buy 
every case you want when you want it, but not before. There 
should be no more difficulty in buying reports or cards, or either, 
separately than there is is buying Acts of Parliament in Fetter- 
lane or a at the Patent Office. Cases in constant use 
would soon be bought, and once bought would be always available. 
On this plan your library will expand in exact proportion to your 
requirements, it will increase in a continuous series from student 
days until the time of a large practice in full swing. Even then it 
will contain less cases than must needs have been there had the 
volumes been bound. And multiples of cases would never find their 
way into any private library at all. The library grows with the 
practice. So does the purse. Hence the wherewithal to purchase 
cases would accompany the need for them. Would not that be an 
advantage? As to the selection, on this plan it would not be 
deliberative but automatic. Besides, 
minimum would be recognized which everyone would get 

#sthetic and publishing objections are also suggested. The 


“Joose leaf” to form the background of a picture which | 





fallacious. | 


in a very short time astandard ! 
| any time 
} company o1 


cabinet does not look so well as the tidy bookshelf it must be 
allowed, but it collects less dust. The nature of the publishing | 
difficulties is not clear. The scheme, were it adopted, would seem 


to tend to a great increase in the total number of cases sold. The 
market would be greatly enlarged, and would include more solicitors, 
town and country ; more students in chambers, at the Universities, 
and in articles ; more cvlonial and foreign lawyers, and many classes 
of the general public, such as doctors, surveyors, engineers, and 
business men generally. 

One important point which requires to be clearly brought out is 
that the card is intended to be attached to the case. This means 
that the apparatus of reference is not separate from the reports, but 
the reference to each case is physically part of that case. There is 
not a card index of names superadded to a collection of cases, but 
the cases constitute their own index. It follows that it is not neces- 
sary to take two bites at a cherry. It follows also that the case 
reference in print, writing, words or memory is restricted to the case 
name with a consequent saving in space and time in addition to a 
reduction in the possible sources of error. 

Of course, the scheme is compatible with the continuance of every 
existing report in its existing form. Nothing need be scrapped. 
The new form could be adopted by any subse riber at any moment. 
It is not revolution but reform which 1s proposed, and the writer is 
confident that the scheme is workable. Percy T. CARDEN. 

10, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 


[How does our correspondent propose to deal with the references 
to cases in text-books, if the cas2 reference is restricted to the case 
name ?—Ep, SJ.) 





_ Seventy-four students have, says a writer in the Globe, blossomed 
into wig and gown tl term. In the corresponding term last year 
the number was slightly larger. The Inner Temple maintains its 


among the Inns w ith twenty six calls; the Middle Temple 
with twenty; Gray’s Inn, which is regaining some of its old 
popularity, Lincoln’s Inn, which not many years 


premie) place 
ollows 

is third with fifteen; 

ago held the is last with thirteen. 
At the Chelmsford Assizes on 

jury made a presentment to the 


not 


foremost place, 


Tuesday, says the 7'imes, the grand 
effect that the new form of oath did 
enhance the solemnity of the oath to those who had to take it. but 
the contrary. Mr. Justice Jelf said he thought most people would agree 
with the grand jury, and he had no doubt that after a little discussion 
a reasonable form of oath would be used which would combine a cer- 
tain amount of celerity with a proper amount of solemnity. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


MEASURES BROTHERS (LIM.) (In Liquidation) ». H. J. T. MEASURES. 
Joyce, J. 17th, 26th, 27th, and 28th Jan. 

Company (WINDING-UP)—MASTER AND SERVANT 
Copy Mapr By DrrecroR AND 
CovENANT IN RESTRAINT OF TRADE BY 
WINDING-UP BY THE CouRT—EFFECT OI 
The defendant, while he was 


or CusTOMERS— 
OWN PURPOSES 
CONSIDERATION— 


List 
Usrp FOR HIS 
DIRECTOR 
ORDER. 

a director of the plaintiff company, and 
before the company was ordered to be wound up, caused a copy of a list 
of the and used the copy to obtain 
the names and addresses of customers, to whom, after the 
sent circulars relating to his own business in competition 
with the company. Order hat the defendant should deliver up 
any such list or copy and for an inquiry as to damages. The defendant 
agreed with the plaintiff company for service and that he 
after CeaASING to be a director of; the con pany 
competing with that of the company, 


company’s customers to be made, 
order for 
winding up, he 


made t 


as director, 
would not for seven years 
he enga 

Held, that the con pany, having been ordered to he we 
the court, had repudiated the agreement, and that the defendant was 
not bound by the ce straint of trade. 

Semble, the same result would have followed upon the appointment 
by the court of the 


General Billposting Co. v. 


/ead ih any business 


und-u Pp by 


venant in re 


receiver and manager. 

Atkinson (1909, A. (’. 118) followed. 
Measures Bros. (1899) 
should enter into an 
(Limited), and for 
as director. The 


By clause 3 of the articles of association of 
(Limited), it was provided that the company 
agreement for the acquisition of Measures 
securing the service of the defendant, 


Bros. 
among others, 


agreement as to service was substituted for another, dated the 14th of 
July, 1903, the company having been authorized to substitute the 
agreement by seca resolution. By the agreement of the 14th of 


July, 1903 clause 1, 
office as a director of the 


it was provided that the defendant should hold 
company for seven years from 1903, at the 
salary of £1,000 per annum, and by clause 6, that at the expiration of 
seven years the defendant might, if he thought fit, continue in office for 
a further period of seven years at a salary to be agreed upon by the 
defendant covenanted that he would not at 
thereafter while he should hold the office of director of the 
within seven years after ceasing to hold such office, either 
solely or jointly with or as manager or agent for any other person o1 
persons or company, directly ol indirectly carry on or be engaged 
concerned or interested in the business of engineers or ironfounders in 
any of their respective branches that would in any way compete with on 
be detrimental to the s carried on by Measures Bros. (Limited), 
or permit or suffer his name to be used or employed in carrying on 
or in connection with the said businesses or either of them within the 
United Kingdom save so far as he should be interested as a membet 
of the e employed as an officer, servant, or agent of the 
company in the business of the company. In June, 1909, the defendant 
as a director inst ucted one of the company’s clerks to make a list 
of the company’s customers. On the 28th of July, 1909, the court 
appointed a receiver and manager for the debenture holders as from 
the 20th of June. In June or July the defendant instructed the com 
pany’s firm of copyists to make a copy of the list, which the defendant 
subsequently used to address his own circulars to the customers on 
the list. The company was ordered to be wound up by the court on 
the 13th of October, 1909. The defendant having commenced business 
in competition with the company, the liquidator now claimed the relief 
mentioned in the judgment. Action. 


company. By clause 5 the 


busines 


company 01 1 


The claim of the plaintiffs in this case is of a two-fold 
restrain the defendant from 


Joyce, J. 
nature. They ask for an injunction to 
acting as manager and agent, and so on, for any other person than the 
plaintiffs, and i also ask, secondly, for an order upon the defen- 
dant to deliver up all lists of the names and addresses of the plaintiffs’ 
customers copied or extracted by or at the instance of the defendant 
from the books of the plaintiff company ; end, thirdly, an injunction 
to restrain the defendant from making use of any information obtained 
by him from any such lists or copies thereof or extracts therefrom. 
Then, in addition to that, they ask for damages and costs. With 
regard to the second claim, I cannot say that I feel any difficulty. 
What the defendant has done is this : In strictness, it was not proved 
at the trial, but it was admitted, and it is stated on the affidavits on 
the motion which was read to me. I do not know whether the motion 
stood to the trial, or how it was dealt with, but the affidavits 
read to me, and the defendant did not give any evidence or call any 
in contradiction of those statements, and [ understood them 


were 


evident e 


to be practically admitted. What the defendant did was this: Being 
a director, and there being a provision in the agreement of service 
that he should have a salary of £1,000 a year for seven years, before 


before any appointment of a manager or receiver, 
he. at the instance of the plaintiffs, in June, 1909, being a director, 
as L sav. and also acting under the general agreement, directed a clerk 
of the cx ympany to make out a list of the customers. Later in the same 
month of June he appears to have got this list from the secretary, and 
to have then borrowed it and had a copy made for his own private 


any winding up 01 
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use. When I say “ private use,’’ | mean for his | e purposes, quite 
apait trom t | f t r 
made with a vi 
think fit | I I ‘ I 


any 
i should 


( 

later on, afte F ing 0 

appointment ot t ne | ! culals 

soliciting custon ‘ st \ | 3 

made or no reli d t ri 3 

in this circular, ibly may st But he stated 
{ t 


in this circular that had bee l t Hig ouit 
for the compulsory d Dp | : | d set 








up in business f , | , 1 te | , es 
and orders in « | 
by the late comy Che 
real question is ( end t 
for his own pur} . t ent 
addressed ti I t ( ( t | e been 
referred to Jlerryu / 2 1 h e, 
if 1 may res tfu P ly 
because the yud t a! i | m0) { t} } bs 
with Lamb / , a OB. 2 ( 5,2 Q. B 
315). I have no n in hol r { ’ what he 
did was guilty of h } . he } : [ 
hold that no man the « ‘ eo Re 
use or even tak p r } ( t 
which comes to } ( ( | use of 
his employmen ! y; [ ] | , p led 
to relief in res] t t mat I \ Ss 
a® person in the } I t { such 
a list or make a | ( I I » d te 
ordered to give uj} ( 1 Y made 
from i 1@1 . 
| 
h 





‘ » m 
pany, directly r busines 
of engineers i I | 
read. Now, ( { i 
(1902, 1 Ch. 537; 1 £.. 
entitled und i f t { ° 
months’ notice H es 
bro rhit his 1 ‘ 

Then, tl e wb 

trade after th t 
of the General Bul ( | ( nul 
pose or entoi | | dve 
read the | d 1 ( | l 
well sett 1 tha t ‘ t« m 
of yeai 1 me t DIE 
on notice o1 HISilissdl 
or discharge, ‘ t< 

wrongful, or, t 

between the com ! 

appointment I 

the compan, ( | 1 / ) es ( 


(ie @. B. D., 2 ec ind 
manager, and 
to wind up. ¢ 
manageil na 

of be ig H L ¢ t a 


(Je ne ral 





eifect 


to at once §t i L ¢ < f r 4 e} 

it may be. Inn l s 

the case of the ( y ¢ wl d 

the company l | { t t} or 

on trade contai i ‘ ot t t ! 

case of a simple mar the ppointed 

manager by a s} ! | } | 

gation underta! hy fend lr It i 

obligation cont l h cl [ ha lv 1 ned, 

and it appears to 1 en f th 

defendant undert f tl 

agreement. H 

£1,000 a yeai 1 

engagement. I ! 

He is conte 

not corre Ly 

it under a 

the spe i 10U 
sper ! nd 
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office and he loses £1,000 a year, which he 































esidue of seven years, and he loses his further right to be a direct 
for su ion as may be fixed. On the othe ne 
il] thing for the company, and in 
1s, 1 l nger be und by this restrictl 
eed with the company to be bound by, not to solicit thei 
Wh 1 come to think of it, that is the ordinary cas« WI! , 
} y is und up, why should not every one of the directé ! 
1 competition with the company? AI I can say is this: aft 
iderat 1 l have riven to this case, I think, i é 
stance I t e, and in view of that agreement, the G 
1 i I nson Goes appl i 1 that the plair lfis n 
t the defendant pe I 
| u 5 of the special 
perio. rm, the clause whicl é 
lant. In my opir 
ire uP have tha ilet i Id 
give l ust be dismissed. H ds 
ma t f lists and « ples of Ss, ft 
t t ti tion restraining the defenda 
ie ascertained. [The inform 
! s mple m par ular 1 
to determine her the de 
! but in i t yuld | 
} I yl tiffs ere e t] to an 1n jury dai 
Cour [ v ft plant ~ Younger, K.C., and W Au I 
defendant, f/ughes, K.C., and Perey Wheeler. SOLICITORS, / 
J | We field, Sons, d& Baines 
| Reported by A, 8S. }, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
DOVER (LIM.) BERNSTEIN. Warrington, J th Jan 
DisiGN—AcTION FOR INFRINGEMENT—PATENTS AND DeEs s A 
‘NEW or ORIGINAI OLD PATTERN Pt ro New I 
COMMON ENGINE-TURNED PATTERN APPLIED TO BicycLeE HANDLES 
I ] new or origindl, nd entitled to protect } 
/ gns Act, 1907, which consists, substant 
pl ed ftoanart cle of manu et 
i Cla D 13 R.P.C. 351) ayy 
Chis infringement of a design registered und 
provi nd Designs Act, 1907. Phe fringe 
! l, and I rgued was whether o1 » the pl 
desi d on the 25rd of November, 1905, was 
I Tig neanit t section 49 l ot AC I 
plai d esig onsisting of the appl 
engine-tul pattern to the handle « bievel | 
h im n the certificate of the comptrolle1 s 
! ern for the hand-grip on cycles It | 
hand] were made of celluloid of the usual cylindrical shape, h 
mooth ends separated from the pattern in the centre by a small be 
t t \ type i pattern itself was held on the evid 
to b common type or ¢ ! turn . and consisted of | lel re 
lines whicl t would seem, gave the impressio 
inter n | r mn of tl rest being less rounded t the ! 
I} pattern is cut up by roov into panels. hers s evid 
{ t ibktanti ick " ns had been appli a to gr t 
icle 1 common u i vatch fish-eaters, garett 
} é ror ik Dil to t regis._ratlh« the pial 
Wanl u, J t cour f s judgment | r] 





{ f the expression ne 7 
( 4 / read dD f su pre where ba Lle€ L.J 
said t} 53) : The Act « ins a section which sa} t d 
me s, but unfortunately the section says that a design n ns a ¢ 
‘| rds are: ° A design me s a design appli abl 
? ifactul vhether the design is applic b tor the patt 
r fort shape or configuration, or for the ornament reot. Ii 
case the design is for patter r ornament. andl LJ es 
point t that design means design, not in the abstract, but as ap] 
to some article of manufactur He says: *‘ In considering the 1 
r ality of a design, it must always be borne i mind 
ppl bility of the design to manufactured articles he matte 
to be deter nined. He th nit fers { , Re i ¢ “ee ’ wel dD 
Ch. D. 260), and cites the decision of Chitt J., that 
| of being registered lesign must be ne or o1 I i 
s suggested, n ol i ial as to some } I s ol 
| be id to | ( rv or val if it 1s I ppl 
t \ hat : commenting : 
I reterrl 1 3 lal Y ! : 
] did t | t} I ; 
| tht ad n { ! | 
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Feb. 5; 


can hardly be new if it was old for an oil lamp.” I ‘think that hon 
extracts from the judgment of Lindley, L.J., and especially the last, 
he principle by which I must be guided in determining whether 
this design is new or original, or not. I have to find whether it is new 
this kind of article, having regard to its general 
Its general character is a cylindrical piece of vul 
is as to be slipped over the steel tube constitut- 
oT nsists of what, on the 


The design lf 
turning. Every 





with reference to 
cter and us 
canite, and its use 
handle of 
I must hold to be a 





i cap, 
itself c 
common form of en 
can be 


ing the 1 bicycle. 
evidence, gine 














detail of this design is in ¢ sense old; there no question ot 
that. It is as common as the pattern of a chess-board, or the Greek key 
pattern. Granted all that, may not this design be a new or original 
design with reference to the kin d of article to which it has been applied ‘ 
There 1s no € vidence that this design vas ever before applic d to a bicycle 
handle, or to an article like a bicycle handle with regard to its use. I 
must, gee ie after some hesitation, in the result, hold that this design 





iy His lordship then dealt with the question 
ldine on the facts that infringement had been proved, 
olaint relief accordingly.—Counset, for the plaintiff, 
K.C., and dD. M. Kerly . for the defendant, FP. H. 
wuicitors, L. Melville Clarke; McKenna & Co, 


Percy T. CARDEN, 


is a new and ¢ al design 
of infringeme nt 
ind granted t 

Toney Terrell, 
Maugham. S¢ 





[Reported by sarrister-at-Law.] 


GOLDING BRADY. 
29th Jan. 

** My WIFE 
MARRY. 


Re BROWN (Deceased). Swinfen Eady, J. 


Witt—ConstTRUCTION—BEQUEST TO **__WIDOWER INTENDING 
To RE- 

the fucts of the 
wif was intended for 
he prevented fr 
iT accordingly. 


that a bequest by a widower to “‘ my 
eheepe r of the testator, whom he had 
last illnes took effect 


, on 


case, 


y by his ¢, and in her 


ym 7 


Chis originating summons was taken out by the executor of the will 
f R. S. Brown, deceased, for the determination of the question who 
vas the legatee and devisee intended to take under the designation ‘*‘ my 
ife ’’ in a bequest of sum of £1 per week for life, and again in the 


devise contained in the will. The testator’s wife 
nuary, 1899, and his will was made on the 
place in November, 1907. The testator 
1907, he became acquainted with the 
v hose arm he set. He propose d that she should 
live with per, and the correspondence shewed that 
she wanted time to make her arrangements, and dispose of her furniture. 
In the result it was in September that she did take up this position. 
The defendant’s evidence was that after two or three weeks the 
proposed that they should marry, and notice given at the registry, 
but not for any particular day. From that time they cohabited as man 
nd wife. The marriage was postponed only on account of the testator’s 
illness. His doctor told the testator that he had no hope of recovery, 
when the testator replied that he must make a will to provide for h's 


and 
OQ 
2otn ol 


residuary 
had died on the 
before his death, which 
A pone-setter, 
det fendant, Julia Br idy . 


bequest 





aay took 


is a and in July, 


him as his hou 





testator 


was 








ife. ‘The doctor confirme d the defendant’s evidence that the testator P 


referred to the defendant immediately before his death as his wife. 


SwinFren Eapy, J., in his 
Tact, 
ein g g 
doubt that the person inte1 
by his will to ‘‘ his wife’ 
tled accordin Cot 
next-of-kin, / BR. Fuller; for Mi 
King, VW , & Oe. 


_ nent, out the facts, including th 
ant, that the testator referred to her as his 
r his will, and held that it was not open to 
de d by the testator to take the benefits given 

was ‘i defendant, Julia Brady, who was 
NseL. for the executor, Dighton Pollock ; for 
Julia Brady, 7. J. € a 
bhins, Billing, d Co.: Gribble, 


j set 
deposed to by the de Te ndi 


ing instructions for 











Barrister-at-Law.] 


ECCLES CORPORATION SOUTH LANCASHIRE TRAMWAYS CO. 


Eve, J Jan. 
TRAMWAYS—LEASE TO CoRPORATION—LIcENCE TO Usk TRAMWAY—POWER 
ro Grant Licence—ULTRA VIREs. 


{1 corporation were lessees of a under an agreement which 

p ded that they eh or part with the benefit of 
7 hey also had statutory power to tracts with 

wNe? ot adjom 7 ¢ mweery with 7 spe t te th vork ing of their 


tramway 
sublet 





yuld not assiqn, 
enter into con 


7 z 
had powe, ence to use their 


i 


mpany, who worked adj 


that the S 
mpany 


Held. that the « ) for to granta lic 


tre way to the defendant cé ining framways 


ation 


ilford Corporation 
to use the plain- 


T . 4 1 
inliS Was an a ror a ae 


re not entitled to authorize the defendant « 








tramways. The defendant company worked tramways in an 

ent dis An agre of the 11th of April, 1902, provided 

T the eaiihies Dy } pla to the Salford Corp ration of a lease 
Tor thirty five ye to run cars with flanged wheels upon the tram: ays 
ough, subje t to the terms mentioned in the fourth 

rreement. The fourth schedule — ror tne 

! ti of the Salford tramcars plyit for hire 

I ies | : should work the tramways to 

I y, and ot assign, sublet, o1 part ith 

hat ; rre ent or the lease except by licence under the 

f P nt to the agreement, the Salford C orpora- 

tl ys, and on the 2nd of June, 1908, they granted 
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a licence to the defendant company to run cars over a portion of the 
































tramway. The defendant company did not apply for or obtain any 
licence from the plaintiffs, the Salford Corporation claiming the right 
under the agreement to authorize the defendant company to run cars 
within the borough ithout any such licence. The plaintiffs alleged 
that the defendanis by wrongfully running cars within the borough 
were trespassing on the tramways, and cau damage to the plaintiffs. 
Ever, J.—The plaintiffs allege that the granting of the licence is a 
breach of the agreement of the llth of April, 1902, and is an act 
ultre s of the defendant corporation. The defendants, on the other 
hand, maintain that there is no breach of the agreement ind that the 
trans on is one entirely within the stat ry powers of the defendant 
corporation, I think it will be convenient to deal with the latter ques 
tion first. The point may be stated thus : Could the defendar orpora 
tion as le n ot the pli itiffs’ tramways, in the abs e of any special 
terms in e lease prohibiting them from o doing, grant ( the 
defendant company permission or licence to use the tramways, or any 
part of them The plaintiffs say no, that the subject-matter of the 
ade? e is a Parliament wy franchise the siatut ry monopoly to use on 
t thorized tramways lage ith flanged wheels or other wheels 
suitable only to run thereon r ection 34 of the Tramw ys Act 1870) 
—and that it is for those who assert the power of lessees of such a 
subject-matter to lice thers to u the tramw iy to de onstrate 
clearly where such powel is to be found. They further joint to 
section 35 of the Tramways Act, 1870, as indicating the only circum- 
stunces in which the Legislature has c« ntemplat d the joint user ¢ fa 
tram 5 by licensees and promoters OF the lessees of promot rs. The 
defendants do not dispute that the burden of establishing statutory 
authority to do what they have done lies upon them, and they contend 
that so far as the corporation are concerned, the authority is to be found 
in section 28 of the Salfe rd ¢ yrpora ion Act, Lew, and so far as thei 
i re conce ned, powei to accept the licence is onferred upon 
section 41 of the South Lancashire T vamways Act, 1903. 

8 of the Act of 1899, read with the assistance of the definitions 





in section 4 of the ime Act and in the light of the facts of this case, 
empowel the defendant c« rporati n to enter into and « rry into effect 
contracts and agreements with the owner of any tramways in any 
adj: ent district which can be worked with the tramways demised to 





the plaintiffs. Pau there, I think in construing 















































this part of the section [ am bound to treat the defendant company as 
{ owner of tramways in an adj t district, having regard to the 
object of the section and to the fact that the expression ‘* corporation 
tramways” includes tramways to the corporation. The cen 
tracts and agreements contemp! the section are « tracts with 
respect to (inter alia) the workit e by the contracting parties of 
all o1 any part ot their respective tramway and wo ‘ any ait 
or parts thereof respectively, to the supply for all on inv of the 
respe tive tramways of the contra ting parties being worked by the 
Oo het of them of rolling stock, plant, and electrical energy, and to 
the other matters therein mentioned, which include the ‘ interchange, 
accommodation, conveyance, transmission, and delivery of ti oming 
from or destined for the respective undertakings of the contracting 
parties.’’ For what purposes and with what objects was such a section 
introduced into this and other Acts! Can anvone doubt that the 
main ones were to obviate the multiplicity of administrative bodies and 
to concentrate, so far as possible, the management and control of the 
several undertakings in the hands of a fe ithoritie hereby lessening 
iture and cost of transit, and avoic ing possibl riuptions to 
traffic and facilitating inter-communication between the unde 
ti In short, it confefs, in very W e terms, powell hi nable 
the undertakings of the various promoters to be \ ed in the manner 
best calculated to meet the public convenience and to secure traffic 
that is, as one nti undertaking, and not as a series of disjointed 
undertakings, each managed, worked, and controlled | eparate 
I ith no power outside the limits of its administrative area. 
ion, the terms of the section,are suff nt to confe1 
fendant corporation authority to make the ar ‘ whi 
is embodied in the licence of the 2nd of June, 1908, and the mere 
fact that the irrangement assumes the form of a re ib] licence is 
not, in mv view, material. So long as the licence remains in force at - 
the licensees take the benefit they under c¢ ual liabi 
to pay the mileage ch est hed, and think | shoul f 
i ' j pting in a 1g oo n 1 ) ! r l * leci 
that the ngement brought about | ve document t within the 
pe of he r ) I milar reas s I hink the erms Is hy - 
of the South Lancashire Tramways Act, 1903 thori } ment 
part of the defe idant company. I come, the e, to the 
| io ha tine pl intif cannot ucceed ¢ t d that the 
1} hed trans tion is one ultra vire ol he defenda s ithe: 
of them. The question remains whether its validi n be sfully 
‘ led n e ground tl j breach of the i the 
lith of Ay In the absence of any expre tion col 
{ the exercise | he defend orpo tatutory 
power of nting the licence which I have ld them to 7 é I d 
think I « ht to imply a such resti ive ipul 1 hold, 
t f { here has been no ) he reen d dismiss 
{ ction with costs.—Cot EL, P. O. Ja nee, K.f | #/ v1 
J 7, K.C and Austen-Cartmell; Cley , K.C., and ‘i ne 
SoLiciTro! Sharpe, Pritchard, d& Co., 4 / Parke i Field, 


d } ‘ 
naecoe,. ds C'o., Tor Radcliffe. a Liverpool, and for 


Salford. 


rp 


Reg 


Ayrton, 


rted by S. E. Writs, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re MITCHELL. COHEN. [Phillimore, J. 


Ex part 22nd Jan. 





£4 17s. The debts 
The case came on 


allow d Cook 


to an 











issued a plaint in the 





county court for £4 2s. and costs, making in all 
r paid £2 11s. 6d. 
for hearing on the 5th of October, 


end his claim by adding further : 


when the idg 


ga 














BaNKRuPTCY—PRACTICE—JUDGMENT SumMMO? DiscHarce or Orper | Judgment was given for £1 19s. 6d., or 12s. less than the amount | 
FOR PAYMENT BY INSTALMENTS ON APP rio? ( Desrors | into court. Reed issued a plaint on the re) h of October for £4 3s. ( 
Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vier 62). s. 5. SuB-SECTI and costs, making in all £4 13s. 6d., and the debtor paid the whok 

this amount into court on the 5th of November. The petition t 
A creditor who | btaimed ai tf : fet f me on again for hearing, neither Reed nor Cook hi vin g¢ taken « 
payment of a judgment t by tat) entitled, on default in | court the amounts —_s in, in satisfaction of their claims, and 
payment of the instalments, to he ih m order t registrar made a receiving order on the 18th of November, from 
enable him to take othe CECENNGS : j of the debt this appeal was ‘hecuae. Counsel for the  appellan 
Application by a judueme cred f n orde d hargin tended firstly, that the creditors had no it to pl 

order for payment or tl udgment ! t nst I t Judgement second petition without the leave of the court, because by Ol 

was obtained against the defendant ft Ede 4 ( 10d. o » the dismissal of the first petition they had “ neglected to apps 

the 12th of November, 1907, and or e 28th of N ber, 190 the same within the meaning of rule 163 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 188¢ 

Bigham, J., made an orde ma judgmer mmons for pa ent of the | 1890. Secondly, he contended that by the payments into court 

debt by instalment of £1 per 1 0) ments wel ons brought by feed and Cook their debts had been satistied a 

paid, after which Eden assigned the debt to 8. Coh ho was by | the petitioning creditors’ debt had been reduced below £50. ( 

order of the court substituted as plaintif n the a nil f Eden the responde nt was not called upon on the first point, but « ¢ 

When eleven instalments under the order wer r en served the ond that Reed and Cook were not bound to pt } 

notice of motion upon Mitchell asking that the orde f payment by | of then debts use they were made with the debtor’s money, and 

instalments might be d harged, as Mitche had f 1 t mply with | 1 he ere m bankrupt by other creditors they muld |} 

the terms thereof When erved with the ot \] hell obtained etun a4 the money, as they took it with notice of an act of bankrupt 

£11, and tendered that sum to Cohen, who ised t pt it. There Kx parte Boss, Re Whalley (22 W. R. 702, 18 Eq. 37 nd / 


was no evidence that Mitchell had meat Cohen applied to have the 


order discharged in order that he mi t pu le I tne remedie 
as would be open to him for obtaining payment of the debt Counsel 
for the applic int contended that tl t had ] rescind o1 
vary its own order, and referred to Re Ives, Ka parte lddington (34 
W. R. 593, 16 Q. B. D. 665, per Cave, J t p. 669 Counsel for the 
debtor contended that the decision « ( ¢ J ipproved in 


Montgomery v. De ‘ 
will be seen on examination of the latte: e that the ( , ot 
only disapproved ot ert n dicta of ( J on pp. 670, 671 of 16 


Q. B. D. 





Puiturmore, J., held that the cred r tled | ord 
discharged in orde to enable him t t proceedings to obtain 
payment in some other way, either by « bankrupt The 
order was discharged / t ( MY Hind V 


Soxricitors, T'redqold a 


[Reported by P. hi. FRANCKE 


Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re GENTRY F. rte GENTRY. V’h re and 


3Ist Jan 


BANKRvUpTcYy—PETITI SEVERAL CREDITOR DISPUTE OF SOME Of 
THE Dests—Stay For TRIAL OF THE VAI ry oF sucH Dest Pay 
MENTS BY Depror 1ntTO Court or sucH Dests—Ruicurt or CreEpITORS TO | 
REFUSE SUCH PAYMENTS—BANKI y Act, 1883 (46 anp 47 Vici 
c. 52), s. 7, suB-sEcTION 5—Banxkruptcy Rut 1886-1890, R. 165 
41GHT TO PRESENT SECOND PEt N—NEGLECT Cy ITORS YO 
APPEAR ON First PETITION SANKRUPTCY Ruues, 1886-1890, R. 163 











/ we, Re Lows (3é 


3 W. R, 560, 7 Morr. 25). 








| PHILLIMORE, J., held, as to the first point, that it was not neces 

} Tor he creditors to get leave to present the second petitio | 
rule 163, because they had not ‘‘ neglected to appeal Ol pe 

t ithin the meaning of that rule. The object of that 

| prevent creditor playing fast and loose with the court or maki 
hearil futile by not appearing to cive evidence. If he behave 
that he is not, without showing good excuse, to be wed to pl 


second petitix ym. 
being advised that 
discontinuance, and 
sal of the peti 
they were not 


| dismis 


wante 





Here no such mischief was done, for the 
their petition could not ( 
ap} eared by their solicitor and onsented to 
tion. They did not appear to give ¢ 
od. On the second point, his lords p held 


succeed, 


vidence be 











iad vas entitled to succeed. It was true that a creditor ul t 
be compelled to take payment of his debt where there Ss any ris} 
his having to refund it, while, on the other hand, he may tak 
h es to run the risk. This case brought up a new point as to 
effect of payments to a creditor under section 7, sub-section 5, as ) 
whi h there is ho reported case, but Mr. Regis ra Brougham 1 | 
the same way in which the court now proposed to decide it. On 
examining the procedure under section 7, subsection 5, it appeared 
that the debtor had to give security ‘‘for payment to the petitione: 
of any debt which may be blished against him due cour 
law. That being so, where a debt was established against him 


| 
debtor became 


l 
ne aime 


| entitled to 
| receive it, 
court, he wa 
pecial provision, 


} 





unde 


but would proces d 





r a duty to pay the petitioner, and the petitione 
it, and could not say tha he would not 
with his petition, because, in the opi 

s entitled both to receive and to keep it. It s 
and not altogether symmetrical with the rest of 





recelve 














"here yroceedina " 7 of nm “re tony E ephttae a . / 
Wi pe l f Seger . cf : “ ry the bankruptcy law, but the effect of procedure er this provi 
of the Bankr iptey -— 5, for the } ) f ng ie validity of a| ; 1 7 is ae A J] ? om rr oe 
; ted debe . ; ; CFS oe : ,,, | Was that when the validit the debt was established the debto 
fis rt eh t] ot the cht } head hen? deb M ~ : . 1 ° <r : 
: ae Hs P ; hy : ad , : "| bound to pay it, and the creditor could receive and keep it. 
x oun o pay ti del a f edit / fo oan } . ’ 
r! ) - to pay / ‘ BUCKNILL, J., concurred. Appeal allowed, with SEL, / 
tet s yeiaede et tbe . f of “ | Dodd; F. Mellor. Soricrrors, Tatham, Oblein, d 
re ct vf rong te any . yA ng pane a. acd ld the | Bristow! for Harmer, Ruddock, & Co., Norwich. 
to rade bani nt bu other credit 
Pee ere [Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 
Where creditors, being advised ¢t jf f y will not ed n theirs 
ype fition, give n tice fa ntinu / nse to the | oo = —--—-— — 
dismissal of their petition, they do f lect f ear ”’ n the 
petition within the Ler nq of rule 163, ¢ / ed t obtain the leave | P b Di d ny x ° = : 
of the court before presenting a second pet robate, ivorce, and Admiraity 
Appeal : 1 receiving order m t I trar of the county ‘ Di he 
court of Norf ea | Norw ) lth f Ju 1909 é 1V1S10N. 
ht om tted an act of banl t I deed of assign- | . 
de = c mimitt l oe ae mu , ; netit - HOWE HOWE AND HOWE (THE KING’S PROCTOR SHEWING 
men Tr 1e hens tort nis crec ) the t! ' 1 1 et ion Was 
. ; ) 2 lig > OF , 27t] = 
presented by four creditors—viz., Bulmer for £50 Gorleston Ga | CAUSE). Bigham, P. 26th and 27th Jan. 
Company for £8 5s. 9d., Delf & Sons for £14 12s nd Buckle for | Divornce—Decrert Nist—Kina’s Proctor’s INnteERVENTION—DIsMIS 
£3 19s. 6d., m i total of L5f 7 l T lebtor paid the | Costs. 
pg Hr _o | ny, vho ace pt d t} nav it ind th Aestesma Whe the court was of pinion that an intervention hy th A 
» de ‘lon 10 he so r to the t nil tors thereupon } ; 
the debt velow 4 | icit | 4 I I a uy | Proctor was not justified, it condemned the interve: 
applied for leave 1 » join two other creditor z., Reed r 3 + OS 6d > | F ss , . : , 
and Cook for £4 17s.. so as to br tl lebt to £58 1 On the} — In ervention by the King’s Proc tor to shew cause wl he deer 
Ast of July the registrar made an order, i leave to add Reed and | diss vir y the marriage of the petitioner, John Thon Howe ind 
Cook. On the 28th of July the debtor gave notice of appeal against this | wife, Kate Elise Howe, on account of her adultery it s bre 
order. and the creditors, being advised t the appeal was likely to | Wilh “ J a yuld not we made absolut Che King’s P 
I t St f Au t t lj til im ( Ile ad against the etitioner the suppression of mate | t 
succeed, gave not on the h I Aucu oO dis 1 nuance T pro ua pail 1¢ p P} 7 | 
ceedings under the petition, and when t petition e on for hearir ivance, and conduct cenducing; but, having heard the evid: 
on the 7th of August, the creditor jlicitor appeared, and consented os H P., dismissed the pion oi rte are 
en. ° ] 104 ri ‘ t I “rvene it vas s Y t ( t +h , Dp 
the petition bei: dismissed with cost Upon the 19 f August a | t intervener 1 V submitted (1) tha King | 
paced petition vas presented. Reed and Cook beir joined as pet tionin | sl uld not be condemned in costs, as he only intervened on the dire } 
creditors. This petition cam yn for I n tl 14th of Septe — f the Attorney-Gene1 il, and that at the present time ( Ss H / 
when the debtor disputed the debt leced to be due to Reed an dC Higgins and Minor (1910, P. 1) and Carter v. Carte 54 Soniicrr 
and the registrar made an order ut der section 7, sub-section 5, of "ae j JourNaL, 102; 1910, P. 4), were under appeal, and (2) that if t 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, staying all proceedings 01 the petition until ar | ourt was against this contention, counsel submitted that no ord 
validity of those debts should be « blished d required the debtor should _ made until the Court of Appeal had decided the 
“gags Ne esa ager aaa ae o tE Coe tha viawment ot thease devia. « oa ferred to. 
give security in the sum of 4 15 t n t ( , shou : F P a . 
their validity he established on tr 8) he 17t} f September BIGHAM P., said that, in his opinion the intervention " not 


into court, and disputed the rest. 
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justifiable, the evidence not being nearly strong enough. 
of Hiqgu 8 Vv. Higqg ne ond 
I 


stron yicion had justified th 
would not interfere with the rdinary 


finn? 
intervention. In the present case he 
cordingly the intervention 
be dismissed with cos Leave to appeal w sed COUNSEL, 


V. Russell; WH. DKqville and D. Cote 








rule, ac 





8 rel 





must 


- 6. Murphy 





Pree dy. 


SoLiciTorS, J’he King’s Proct Lewis, Barnes, & Co. 
[Reported by M. Wimernermmer, Bar ister-at-Law. | 
Societies. 
The Law Society. 
SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING. 
A special general meeting of the Law Society was held on Friday, 


26.h uli., at the society s hall, Chancery-lane, the PRestpENt (Mr. 











W! Howard Winterbotham) taking the chair. The following were 
mong those pre Mr. Henry James Johnson (vice-president), Mr. 
( rles Mylne Barker, Mr. James Samuel Beale, Mr. ‘Thomas William 
Bischoff, Mr. John James Dumville Boiterell, Mr. John Wrefcrd Budd, 
Mr. Alfred Henry Coley (1 cham), Sir Homewood Crawford, Mi 
I'y Dawes, Mr. Robs i im Dibdin, Mr. Walter Dowson, Mr. 
5 el Garrett, M.A \I Herbert Gibson, Mr. Charles Goddaid, 
Mir. Henry Manisty, Mr. Robert Chancellor Nesbitt, Mr. Ernest 
Vitzjohn Oldham, Mr. Thomas Rawle, Sir Albert Kaye Rollit, B.A., 
LL.D., D.C.L., Mr. Charles Leopold Samson, Mr. Wilkiam Arthur 
Sharpe, Mr. Richard Stephens Tay lor, Mr. Walter Trower, and Mr. 
lar \Meimoth Walt members of the Council; Mr. Thomas 
| i (Brighton), Mr. Charles Elton Longmore (Hertford), and Mr. 
I Pybus (Ne tle-on-Tyne), extraordinary members; also Mr. 
8. P. B. Bucknill (secretary), and E. R. Cook (assistant secretary). 


REMARKS—SUPPLEMENTARY CHARTER. 








the PRrestpent said there were one or two matters which he wished 

to 1 r to before the business on the agenda was taken. ‘The first 
th regard to th upplement ry chaiter. That would be found 

ti Law Soc iet\ s Gazette, and, as members would recollect, there 

e two material provisions in it. One was the arrangement by which 
was permiited to the society to provide that three retiring members 

p ouncil should be ineligible for re-election for a period not 
exceeding twelve mont] TI yuncil had in hand the necessary bye 
vs to carry out that proposal, and they would be brought up to a 
eral meeting in due ise, but, of course, the alteration did not 


ration until July next. The meeting would recellect 
the charter had not been obtained, the arrange 
duly carried out by three members 


themselves for re-election. 


me into ope 
that last July, although 
it suggested by the r lution was 


ff 


ring and not offer 


Busty IN THE KinG’s Bencn Division. 
There were one or two notices on the paper of business with regard 
very important matters, dealing with the conduct of business in 
il cases in the King’s Bench Division, both in London and the 
inces. That wi: ery large subject, which had been under the 


ideration of Jud Commissions since 1869. It had been 








inder consideration by e society at provincial meetings and by the 
u l, and reports had be made on various points, espe ia ly with 
ird to the circuit 1, during the last twelve years—he could not 
how much furtl] back, because he had not searched But the 
restions that were raised by these matters and which had been dis 
sed by various bod ere really very numerous and very compli 
ted and very impo , and the only reason he was me ntioning this 
that the resoluti« hich Mr. Chandler and Mr. Ford had given 

e of raised two single points with regard to this subjec and they 
olved a good deal more than the matters to which they actually 
d. The points raised were numerous : the arrangements for trizl 
ictions in Lond etting rid of arrears in special jury and common 
iry lists, trial of | cases in the provinces. These, again, raised 
question of the increase in the number of the judges and whethe: 
hould be temporary or permanent, reforms in the dealing with 

I ion and provi business and questions of the concentration of 
il business at the assizes, and whether there should be a centralizetion 


of criminal business. In March of last year a committee was appointed, 
} , 


n ! T vn as Lord Gorell’s Committee he being the 
Iyrman, to maqui certain matters of county court procedure. 
That seemed an innocent and simple subject, but when they came to 
their repo rnd their evidence they dealt with the ques mn 
f the business in the King’s Bench Division, and if the members of 
ietv had not re 1 their report they vould do well to do so. lie 
not expre ' pinion on these very important questions, but 
m i ng that tl questions arose. And in that 

| t ad t u tic 

( Cov JURISDICTION 

111 tl I é ion of the jurisdiction of the 
{ ' t tratic t the county court business, was a 
t important J Inded several important questions, such 
the € aa } een the two I anc hes ot the pro 
fession, and t stion of extending divorce jurisdiction to county 
courts. All tk questions were raised, and were now being con 


supra), which he had recently dec'ded, | 


In the case } sidered. 





Not only had they been reported upon by the Judicature 
Commission, by the councils of the judges, and by the Law Society, 
but they had been considered at the society’s provincial meetings and 
by the council, and many 
subject. At the provincial meeting a 
subye in hi 


reports had been published upon the 


1 
astle last year he had 





4 t : 
ventured to refer to the address, and a very interesting 


paper had been read by Mr. Marshall, the vice-president of the New 
castle society, and the question was discussed very fully, and recom- 
mendations were made to the council. The council had since had the 
matter again under consideration. ‘Then there was a joint committee 
of the two Houses appointed to consider the question. They took evi 


) 
l he had had to give evidence oint com 
mittee made a report, to which Mr. 


notice, and he did not want in any way to anticipate 





before the Nn. TI i } 


Ford referred in t} motion of 
which he had given 


which might be said, but that report, which was a very shoit 


inything s . 
one, he must refer to because he might say it *‘ hedged,’ or rather, 
avoided dealing with, the main question. The committee resolved that 
there were arrears, and that those arrears ought to be cl red up 


ADDITIONAL JUDGEs. 


-y determined that it would be better not to 
. but jud es, to deal with them 
] 


appoint com 
They therefore recommended 





ntment of two additional judges. 
Forp : Was that unanimous ’ 
stpeENT said that th whole report read to hi ' com 
promise between persons who were anxiot not to ditter, Lhe om 


mittee there suggested the appol 


ment of these two judges, but 

made this important reservation. ‘They recommended the addition of 
two judges at once, but that they were nt unless after 
the exper! Parliament hould so decide. Th therefore 
two jud es should be made 





| 
not to be perman 


¢ 
i 





wi 
recommended that the provision of these 


in the first instance on the footing that vacancies subsequ urring 
she uld remain unfilled, unless the exp s sanction of Parliament was 
riven, until the present establishment was again reached Chey recom 
mended that certain reforms which had been suggested to them fo 
the better organisation of business in London and on circuit should 


be considered with a view to such of them as were found pl 
carried into effect. In other words, t ley 
mended the appointment of two judges to clear off arrears, but they 
adjourned the question as to whether were to be permanent or 
and left open the question ot whether the 


icticable 
and desirable being recom 
they 
temporary, reforms sug 
gested in the circuit system, the hearing of trials in 
on, were practicable and desirable. The « 
matter, and his own opinion was that they would feel it 
desirable to consult the country law societies and the ; oclated pro 
vincial law societies, on these matters, which very seriously—particularly 
the county courts and the question of the circuit system—affected them, 
and the council would deal very fully, he hoped, with the whole of 
these ti In the meantime he was anxious that nothing should be 
done in that hall to hamper the act council in dealing with the 
vide and general question which was He had m ely indicated 
the points, and he hoped the meeting would observe that he had not 


Lond n, and gO 
ouncil was still considering the 
necessary and 





yues on. 
on of the 
raised, 


expressed the slightest personal opinion upon these matters, which 
were of the very utmost consequence to the profession. The propel 
conduct of work in the King’s Bench Division, and why the work on 





circuit and generally in the King’s Bench Division had diminished, 
vhether t diminution was due to litigants being dissatisfied, or 
whether to the cases arising in the county courts, or to any othe 
causes, were questions which he hoped would be dealt th very fully. 
e 
APPOINTMENT OF COMMISSIONERS 

He u ssure the meeting that there questi ere being con- 
idered th great care, and vhile he had no feeling for 
himselt vith regard to th resolution, 1 wa perhay nec wy to 
point ou that the commiitee had trongly recommended that 

mmissionel should not be appoisted to deal with these 
cases, but that the V should be dealt with by the judges, 
No one was going to say that Mr. Avo did not admirably 
fill the position he occupied. He did his work ex aingly well. It 
was not intended by the resolution to pass a perso mpliment, but 














simply to state that the system met with the ippl ol he sock ts 
hat was the resolution, and it was inconsistent with the proposal of 
Mr. Ford that there should be more judge With regard to Mr 
Ford’s resolution, if the meeting merely passed such a re n they 
vould oO rachel beyond the eport f th joint commit rt tT the two 
Houses, because he thought it was very important that t vy should 1 
sit down and rest “dl vith the appomtment of vo dditional 
tid ore vith ce e with th evry Important question of the referm 
f the ci ti vetem and the dealin ith the ther questions which 
had heen raised He wa niv anxior that nothing should be done a 
that meetin hich would be a final dealir vith th tion and 
h mp further tion in tl natter 
Hot Dy RS 

rT") further 1 lution ith re d t he nners He 
did 1 k that the council or anyone else objected to anybody 
dini t , the meml of tl iety ly il ogethe 

hi i Personally, h h ped thre would mm isk him to discu 

matter vhich affected the interest of the } fession at their dinners. 
But th ht prefer to mix the two matters, and the council had not 
the slightest objection to that. He did not think it would be necessary 


a committee to deal with the subject. If there were any 
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large number of members of the society who would like to meet at the | 
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cussing the question of principle which had been raised by the mover 





















sOcl ty *s hall—he need | y Vv, p heir own expenses—if any | of the resolution, if it could have been placed before the meeting without 
considerable numbet ke to meet that , and the vould | associating it definitely with the name of Mr. Avory, or any other com 
make their wants } { ma é é there was a| missioner who might have served the country and the profession well 
house committee, of \In I cl in, in the | On the broad question as to whether it was best to have a certain number 
luncheon room, and that nmuttec be able to deal with any | of journeymen judges who would be, as it were, on trial, he was awan 
f quest a t f ») Tar s | that there might be a good deal to be said in its favour. It is 
it was possible. | somewhat startling proposition, and one which he thought j 
( Store | requir very. careful consideration, not merely at a meeting of 
—— Be bea -d . ‘ the s ic y such as this, with a small attendance, but ls 
pata a mer — age : , . Sn a one, if not more, of the general meetings, where perhaps 
* ‘That the system und ich Mr. A K.( I tly sat 1N | might have the advantage of a larger number of members attending 
London as eee ere es meets with the approval of this But it must be borne in mind that although this country might not ( 
a a He siotaediloss red ' Maes Pe I or : ppointment much experience of such matters, they had the advant ge to 
OF MP. Avory — er il ‘ n Lond pee" He was 10t | extent of the experie nce of our friends in America. ‘T hey knew that there 
aware that at the ti ‘ I t, or duri the time 1t was! for many years it was the custom—to what extent it had been modified 
sitting, we apes hs ; to his ap} t t, or to} }yy modern legislation he would not go into at the moment—for everybody 
the manner in wil POrrorl 1 nis duties vhich, of course, he did | to co out whenever an stration went out, from the judges 
admirably Phe py 1} Ss one made sequently | ty the ratcatchers, he | They all went out, and the conse 
by hte ward ( t it applied , to U principle of vas that a large number of these judges went back to the Bai lt 
appointment. [ t S udvi ) ke m from the | vas quite common there to find judge so-and-so on one side, judg 
Bar, v here he v | . ed i put! the bench mebody else on the other, and both pleading before judge No. 
to adjudicate ¢ ied ul ed by his pI il brethre 1 the next} th¢ Ben h. And he was bound to admit to the mover of the 
day. He had had 1 el . ol ny ¢ . Mi 4 ry, but he res¢ lution that he had known cases where convenience had arisen He 
had had experiern Ul pointment mi oners in the country, remembered a case in which his friends were a little nervous, nad 
and he had not for / hat obje : { t all aris I ny case tney, in consultation with their leader, asked that leadei whether lh 
that had come und ! e, be comm ners appointed on | ught they would pull it off. ‘*‘ Well,’’ he said, ‘‘ I think you have 
the West« mn Cir tt tainly 1 bee taken from the Circuit Bar, od ¢ ise, and my son is the judge whois going toheai it. As a mat 
but had raul er L ( en, and if they had not been | of convenience, it was often arranged there that one member of 
appointed, pro} bh ud not h been seen on that circuit at all. firm was on the democratic side and another on the other—the R 
He belie rd that on sion re I n had bee ppointed Sa! phublis } so that when one party was in A. came on, and wher 
commissioner he had en the greatest tisfaction to the county of nih , as in B. came on, and they were always in that position 
Hampshire. He ] 5 conhirmati f that one da It was the} they were on terms of familiarity and intima d_ of 
opening of the \W r Assizes. He dow! U party 0 derable comfort in regard to the judge trying the cas But it | 
farmers, and the re caiscussing the relative merits ol e judge of the | not be wise to rely on these domestic conveniences. Whether they 
High Court sittiy irt, and of the nmis er sitting in the] for the benefit of the country as a whole was a bioader quest 
Nisi Prius Court. I ere ul I g une ¢ missioner Was 1 he ‘‘had his doots. He was afraid they must admit 
the more able m n opi t ; reed wit It had} ther s a certain amount of truth in what the mover of the resol 
been his es perience U nh every oc mr t ul ( n S r appomted had said, that they did occasionally vet upon the bench those who did 
it Winchester v . ’ \ l ises more not give quite as much satisfaction as might have been expected 
able, than the H ( PeCHI SS tne} t iheretore, then there were, of course, men put upon the bench who turned 
he did not think they, v g ce argea » do tl best r the public creat deal better than had been expected. But would that be 
in litigation, would | too much regard to opinions ere ©} over by the suggestion of the move of the resolution? It must alv 
pressed by leader r the r, ho might up the matter rathe! be borne in mind that the temporary judges would be on their be 
from another standpoint If he mig} Ul to speak ¢ bel r of his behaviour while they were on trial, and it did not alway s necessal 
country brethren ende ouring to answer the question y there was follow that the same man who in three or four or five cases gave gr¢ 
a diminishing of the Kir Bench busine in circuit wor nd work in} catisfaction—to one party, at all events—was going to give ent 
London, he would say, from what he had heard others say, and members itisfaction when he became a permanent judge. It had been s 
of the public, ul it due to thre ses First, the costs being that there were three phases in the career of a judge vhen first 
disproportionate to the nount involved ; second, being k pt alting on pointed, the judge was in the most awful fright ot giving V1 py 
circuit or at London to come on, not tanding that the case wi 11; decisions: the second phase was that he was perfectly convinced thi 
the paper; and f t the { ys t I berore ul ne was ab lutely right on all occasions ; and the third pl ise vas wh 
able man—-one in m the! id the greatest confidence It; appeared he did not care a dump whether he was right or wrong. W het! 
to him that by the lection of temporary J € to take the business on that would be arrived at on the journeyman judge system he did 1 
cireuit or in Lond there would be i step in ad and there kno but he thought it was exceedingly probable that the bulk uld 
fore he elcomed t } tment ol Ir \ I vnen v that th nevel ( bevond the first phase, and that was the phase ! vhich the 
Lord Chancellor cl made it iH reed vith the com vould do thei very best. Personally, he had listened with interes 
mittee which had t i that ) tdi nal | the yesolution, that had been moved with conspicuous ability 
judge hould 1 ! ‘ ited pel moderation, and, he thought, with a certain degree of undoubted fo 
manentiy or fF t » Ul la But he did not wish the mover to make a mistake He did not th 
of the member I Ut é But the vas due to any want of ability on his part, and he w gratefu ) 
appomntment ol > ( that d pt A t every day him for giving the meeting an opportunity of ventilatit the matt 
would not meet tl land m rl e object of country | but he did not think that he had made out his « 
clients if they were to b pt uit ror 3 t me Phe only The PRESIDENT, in putting the motion, said he ed particular] 
method by which that objection could absolute be met, a guarantee ill attention to the fact that it was the system that met th appro 
given that a case at t I l of tl ts i me o! the day when | because the meeting was not dealing with Mr. Avory. 
it was first in the list, would be to have suff t number! permanent The motion was negatived. , 
judges in waitin Phat 3 a suggest t Cl of the Ex 
chequer would object to, because it would p the judges waiting witl ADDITIONAL JUDGES. 
nothing to do, and tl I ble time ud | ‘ ted A ther scheme | Fori moved, in accordance with notice : That thi meet gy 
would be the calling u midday ral the rota erve ith great satisfaction the unanimous recommendation of the 
and that might guarante hat a case would be heard the first day it iS! Joint Committee of the Upper and Lower Houses of Parliament, tha 
in the paper, d it d also not be nece » ] for more than vo additional judges ought to be at once appointed to the King 
the time empl \ I thet re § anotne od bout the Lippe int Bench Division; and this meeting trusts that such additions to the 
ment of tempor You would é l nnumber | Py, of the High Court, which have been so urgently needed for 
of men who had been tested It would be « enough to drop a man} long a time, will not be delayed. ’ He said he was rather sorry that 
who proved himself a f ire; it was absolut pos under th president had not adhered to the well-known rule applicable to a 
present system to d . permanent man was a | é All the! public meetings of public or professional men—namely, that the chai 
members of the prof re, he tl nted h the fact n, desiring to act impartially, was careful not to make any referei 
that there had been me ppointed per! ig he past yi | y of anticipation to any motion which stood on the paper fo1 
had possibly been not up to the mai [t impossit to drop them ( ussion by those present. He had had to make a strong protest to 
but under the system temporary jud there wv | be none but effect twenty years ago, and he was happy to say that during 
picked men, and if the permane! 1d ge re appointed from the! yecent years the chairmen had carefully avoided that mistak« The 
temporary judges, it would immensel rengthen the judicature And rt of the joint committee of Lords and Commons appointed 
that was a subject ir vhich they ere a interested And therefore ider the question of the congestion of business in the High Court 
he ventured to thir the Lord Ch llor, i ppoint Mr. Avory nmended the immediate addition of two judges to the King’s 
as a temporary judg 1 he had 1 fat he same \ Bench Division. but did not suggest that the appointments should be 
as he should like to hi ld e the pi ple extended permanent unless after further experience Parliament should so decid 
had done something d had gone nearer to meeting the difficulty than | Witnesse W examined, amongst whom were, he understood, the 
any Lord Chancellor had done for a great number of years president, though the meeting had no information as to the evidence h« 
Mr. Drew (London) seconded the motior | gave, and the report said the committee had given much consideration 
Mr. F. Waker (London) said he felt it would be desirable in dis-|] to the subject referred to them, and they had unanimously come to 
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certain resolutions, which had been made public. All who were in 
practice as solicitors niust know the urgent necessity for the appoint- 
ment of additional judges. He believed he was right in saying that 
the judges were unanimously in favour of the appointment of two 
more judges. Amongst the witnesses examined before the committee 
was the Lord Chief Justice, and he said that he was expressing the 
considered opinion of all the King’s Bench judges when he declared 
that an increase was necessary. There was one discordant voice—that 
of the Lord Chancellor—but they must remember as men of affairs that 
the Lord Chancellor went to the committee as the mouthpiece of the 
Government, and the mouthpiece of a Government which went into 
office declaring that there had been gross waste in expenditure on 
the part of the Unionists, and that they were determined to put down 
expenditure on every side—the Army, the Navy, and justice. The 
Lord Chancellor was a member of a Government pledged as far as 
possible to prevent additional expenditure, and therefore he had to 
prevent the expenditure necessary for the appointment of these two 
additional judges. But the Lord Chancellor had not explained, so far 
as he knew, that the addition of these two judges would bring in an 
increased revenue with regard to the court fees, and that the whole 
expenditure would be met in this way. But if it was not met in that 
way the time had arrived when something must be done, and he said 
with the greatest deference to the council that the meeting 
should take an independent view of the matter. 

Mr. F. ArmiraGe (London) seconded the motion. He said that the 
subject had been discussed over and over again in the legal papers, and 
those who had read Sir John Hollams’ book, ‘“‘ Jottings of an Old 
Solicitor,’”” would remember he was talking of a time when the judges 
sat for a much greater number of hours. It was true there were eighteen 
judges at that time, and there was no reason when the work had so much 
increased why there should not still be eighteen judges. He had asked 
Mr. Chandler privately, and-he would like to ask again if there was a 
time when a commissioner was appointed to try cases in London. Mr. 
Chandler’s recollection was that Mr. Avory, twelve months ago, was 
appointed to try cases in London. He (Mr. Armitage) could not 
remember it. He remembered the appointment of commissioners, but 
always to try cases in the country. 

Mr. Maw (London) said that in his opinion great part of the 
difficulty was due to the action of the Lord Chief Justice. He desired 
most emphatically to protest against his action in stating that Divisional 
Courts should consist of three judges instead of two, as had been the 
case heretofore. It took away from his work one of the judges who 
were rightly engaged in doing useful work in the King’s Bench for 
the purpose of trying insignificant cases of appeals from county courts 
and justices. He hoped the meeting would endorse his protest against 
the action of the Lord Chief Justice in this matter. There was an 
instance recently where the Divisional Court of three judges sat to 
determine a case where someone sold a shilling bottle of blood purifier 
without having put the inland revenue stamp upon it. 

Mr. ARMITAGE stated that he did not wish to be misunderstood. The 
Lord Chief Justice said that where there was an appeal from the criminal 
point—that was, quasi criminal—there should be three judges; but 
where there was a case from the county court there should be only two. 

Mr. E. J. Trustram said he hoped it would not go forth to the 
world that the society disapproved of three judges sitting as a Divisional 
Court. Speaking for himself, it had been found satisfactory to all of 
them who practised in the courts. 


Mr. W. A. SHarpe (London), a member of the council, said 
that possibly the resolution he was proposing would meet 
with the approval of the meeting. It was that the  resolu- 


tion should be limited to the approval of the report of the Select 
Committee, which had already been published. Surely at the present 
moment it was not desirable to express a final opinion, as Mr. Ford 
proposed, in favour of two judges being permanently appointed. The 
recommendation of the committee was that two judges should be ap- 
pointed, but they did not recommend that this addition should be 
permanent except if, after further experience, Parliament should so 
decide. 

Mr. Forp : I accept that with pleasure. 

Mr. SHARPE said they could approve the report so far as it went; 
it was a step in advance. The committee went on to recommend that 
in the meantime certain reforms which they suggest for the better 
organisation of business should be carried out. 

The PrestpENT said that he had not expressed an opinion in his 
remarks. He had very carefully avoided doing so. But he did think 
that Mr. Ford’s resolution might be misunderstood, because he had 
taken out a passage in the report, and said he viewed it with satisfac- 
tion, whereas the satisfaction with which some of them viewed it 
depended a great deal on what came afterwards. He thought that 
if Mr. Ford accepted the proposition of Mr. Sharpe—— 

Mr. Forp : I do. 

The Presipent said he hoped he had done nothing exceedingly wrong 
in making his remarks at the opening of the meeting, because if he | 
had it was the fault of the society in having elected a president with 
independent views of his own. He thought the meeting might accept 
the motion in the form ‘‘That the report of the joint com- 
mittee meets with the approval of the society.”’ 

Sir Atgert Rotiir (London), a member of the council, said that 


there might be several alternatives, of which some of them might 
approve. Personally, he felt strongly that a wider extension of the 
county courts jurisdiction, as recommended by the chambers of com- 
merce and others, was at any rate an arguable alternative to the 
strengthening of the King’s Bench Division, and if one went into the 
reasons why two additional judges were considered necessary it would 
involve a large amount of discussion, some of it perhaps of a personal 
character, and the consideration of several elements in addition to those 
put before the meeting. His remembrance of the reforms relating to 
this subject were numerous, and that they all dealt more or less directly 
or indirectly with the subject of county court jurisdiction, and if the 
meeting accepted bodily the report of the committee, without expressing 
its application in that direction, he thought it would be giving endorse- 
ment to some expressions of opinion, at any rate in the report, which 
might not be perfectly acceptable to many of the members of the 
society or of the profession. Personally, he had the strongest feeling 
that both from the point of view of the administration of justice 
inexpensively, and without delay, and of the education of the profession, 
for which purpose he considered advocacy a most desirable element, and 
also because from another side of the profession the work of the profes- 
sion was being withdrawn—possibly it might be in the public interest, at 
any rate, in some cases—that the jurisdiction of the county courts should 
be extended. Contentious work would never be eradicated so long as 
human nature was what it is, and they had better keep carefully in their 
own hands the right of audience, the right of advocacy which he 
believed to be most essential in the ultimate interest of the profession. 
Therefore, he very earnestly suggested, knowing as he did that all these 
reports had an indirect, and in some cases a direct, bearing upon tha* 
very question on which he had been speaking, they should be very care- 
ful in endorsing the report of a committee in which there were both 
judicial and extra judicial expressions which would militate against the 
view he took that at any rate the extension of county court jurisdiction, 
together with the maintenance, whatever the extension was, of the right 
of audience as a profession, should be the position they should rigidly 
keep and maintain. Therefore, he thought the meeting should not adopt 
the motion. 

Mr. R. W. Disptn (London), a member of the council, asked Sir Albert 
Rollit to point out any clauses in the report of the committee which would 
have the detrimental effect that he supposed. 

Sir AvBert Rotuir said there were several, but he could not tax his 
memory to point them all out. Many of these reports were made in a 
way which he should think prejudicial to, and which might endanger, 
the right of audience. 

Mr. WaLker said he thought they were rather wandering away from 
the discussion. When Sir Albert Rollit was prepared to put on the paper 
of business a motion in favour of the extension of county court juris- 
diction, he should have much pleasure in attending and offering a few 
remarks. As a man who had practised in the county courts for about a 
quarter of a century before he came back to London, he might perhaps 
be able to place some experiences before his fellow members which would 
be interesting, and which would shew that on the question of extending 
the jurisdiction of the county courts, the first thing to be considered 
was not so much the privileges of audience of the profession as it was 
the administration of justice. 

Sir Atsert Rout: So I do. 

Mr. WALKER said he thought the meeting might get into a very wide 
discussion if they wandered from what was before them into this matter, 
unless the joint report they were asked to endorse definitely and speci- 
fically dealt with the question of county courts and county court juris- 
diction. 

Mr. Forp : It has nothing to do with the subiect. 

Mr. WaLxer said that if it did, Sir Albert Rollit would be in order, 
but if it did not, the meeting ought not to allow itself to be led away 
from the actual discussion for which the meeting was convened. 
He asked the meeting to support, as proposed by the resolution, the 
very reasonable proposal which had come from the other side, and that 
they should confine themselves to supporting that particular resolution 
which they had before them, not in the smallest degree or with the 
slightest intention of prejudicing or disagreeing with Sir Albert Rollit’s 
views, but because that particular matter which they supported had 
really nothing to do with county court jurisdiction. 
Sir Atsert Rotiir moved to proceed to the next business. He said 
that as the one who took the chief part in conjunction with the society 
in getting the Act of 1893 : 
Mr. Forp rose to a point of order. Sir Albert Rollit had already 
addressed the meeting, and could not speak again. 

The PRESIDENT said that Sir Albert Rollit wished to put himself in 
order by making a motion. He had understood that Sir Albert got up 
for that purpose. He ruled that, having made his remarks without con- 
cluding with a motion, he had risen again to correct his mistake, and he 
thought he was perfectly regular in so doing. 

Mr. Rosert Pysus (Newcastle-on-Tyne), an extraordinary member of 
the council, seconded the motion. 

The motion to proceed to the next business was adopted by 19 votes to 


15. 





House Dinners. 
Mr. E. J. Trustram had given notice to move ‘‘ That the council be 








before that was put he thought the meeting should be a little careful 
in adopting the whole report of the committee, about the particular | 
contents of which they might not at the moment be quite familiar. He 
said that because, while it might be necessary to appoint two judges, 





requested to arrange facilities for monthly house dinners of members 
of the society (except in August), with the object of discussing matters 
affecting the interests of the profession, and that a mixed committee, 
consisting of members of both the council and the society, be appointed 
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to make the necessary arrangements.”’ 

way in which the President had sugg 

resolution would perhaps be attained it 

the meeting, he did not wish to move it. 
The motion was then withdrawn. 
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open the pages of this publication to outside advertisements for business 
purposes,’ but upon being called upon to do so, he said that he was so 
disgusted with the iV In which the meetir had pl ded, that he 


motion. 


should decline to make the 
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Society of Public Teachers of Law. 


The following centlemen have, on the invitation of the general 
committee of this ne vly-founded society, accepted nomination as the 
first honorary members of the society, under the provisions of rule 6, 
by which persons who have rendered distinguished services to the 
cause of legal education are eligible in that capacity. The number of 
honorary members is limited to twenty; and, in the future, not more 


Profe:so1 


a formal acceptance 


lamented death of 


than two may be elected in any year. The 
h of 


J. B. Ames, of Harvard, prevented the despate 
in his case. 


Sir William Anson, Bart., M.P. (Oxford). 

Right Hon. H. H. Asquith, M.P. (Prime Minister). 

Professor Justizrat Heinrich Brunnet serlin). 

Right Hon. James Bryce, C.M. (British Ambassador to U.S.A.). 


Professor P. F. Girard (Paris). 
Mr. Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes (Supreme Court, U.S.A 
Right Hon. Lord Macnaghten (Chairman of Council of Legal 


Education). 


Sir William Markby, K.C.I.E. (Oxford 
Right Hon. Chief Baron Palles Dublir 
Sir Frederick Pollock, Bart. Camb dae 
Professor John Rankine, K.C. (Edinbu ) 


Law Students’ Journal. 


Gray’s-inn. 
hip (1910 
T revor 


Arthur Eric 
Inn 


has been d 


Watson, 


The Ard nh oO h la 
Keuneman and William 


ided between 


tudents of Grav 


Practising English Lawyers Elected 


Members of the New Parliament. 
(As a1 


nounced up to Thursday morning.) 
BARRISTERS 

Apkins, W. R. D., Midland Circuit. 

ATHERLEY-JONES, L., K.C., North-Eastern Circuit. 

ATrenBorouGH, W. A., Midland Cir t 

SAKER, H. T’., Western Circuit 

SARCLAY, Sir Tuomas, International Lawyer. 

Batnurst, C., Chancery Bar, Oxford Circuit 

Beate, W. P., K.C., Chancery Bar 

Botanp, J. P., Chancery Bar. 

Burcuer, J. G., K.C., Chancery Ba 

Carson, Sir FE. 

Cave, G., K.C., Chancery Bar. 

Cawtey, H. T., Northern Circuit. 

CLELAND, J. W. 

Coterax, A., North-Eastern Circuit. 

Craic, H. J., North-Eastern Circuit 

CRAIG, N. as 8.8 North-Eastern Circuit 

Cripps, Sir C. A., K.C., Midland Circuit. 

Dickinson, W. H., Parliamentary Draftsman 

Duke, H. E., K.C., Western Circuit 

Evans, Sir 8., Solicitor-General. 

GREENWOOD, G. G., Western Circu 

GrirritHs, Extis J., North Wales Circuit 

Govutpinec, E. A., Midland Circuit. 

Gwynne, R. 8., Parliamentary Draftsman and South-Eastern Circuit. 

Hemmerpe, FE. G., K.C., Northern Circuit 

Honter, G. F., K.C., South-Eastern Circuit. 

Hai, E. M., K.C., South-Eastern Circuit 

Houme-WituiaMs, K.C., South-Eastern Circuit 

ILtiInGcwortH, P. H., North-Ea 1 Circuit 

Isaacs, R., K.C 

Jones, Sir D. Brynmuor, South Wales Ci: 

Krntocu-Cooke, Sir C., Oxford Circui 

Low, Sir Freps., K.C., South-Eastern Circuit 

Lytre.ttTon, A., K.C,, Oxford Circuit 


+ 
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Macmaster, D., K.C. 

Martin, J., K.C., Judicial Committee. 
McCurpy, C. A., Midland Circuit. 

Moraan, G. H. 

Moraan, J. Luoyp, K.C., South Wales Circuit. 
Nretp, H., North-Eastern Circuit. 
O’Connor, J., Western Circuit. 
PickersGcitt, E. H., London Sessions, 
Poitiarp, Sir G. H., Northern Circuit. 
Potitock, E. M., K.C., South-Eastern Circuit. 

Prince, W. M. R. 

Raw inson, J. F. P., K.C., South-Eastern Circuit. 
REMNANT, JAMES FARQUHAR. 

Rogson, Sir W. 8., K.C., Attorney-General. 

Satter, A. C., K.C., Western Circuit. 

Sanperson, L., K.C., Northern Circuit. 

Suortt, E., North-Eastern Circuit. 

Srmon, J. A., K.C., Western Circuit. 

Situ, F. E., K.C., Northern Circuit. 

Stavetey-Hitt, H., Oxford Circuit. 

Terrewt, H., K.C., South Wales Circuit. 

Tuomas, Aspet, K.C., South Wales Circuit. 

Toptn, A. S., K.C., Northern Circuit. 

Verney, F., Midland Circuit. 

Warp, A. S., Midland Circuit. 

Wason, E., Northern Circuit. 

Wuire, J. D., South Wales Circuit. 

WiuiaMms, W. L., South Wales and Chester Circuit 
Wort ey, the Rt. Hon. C. B. S., K.C., Northern Circuit. 
Yeresuraa, R. A., Northern Circuit. 


Lord Mayor’s C 


yur 


SOLICITORS. 
Butz, Sir W. J. (Bull & Bull), Essex-street, Strand, London. 
Davies, Extis W. (Ellis Davies, Jones & Jones), Carnarvon. 
Dunn, A. E. (Dunn & Baker), Exeter. 
Evans, L. W. (Worthington, Evans, Dauney. & Co. 
Haywarp, E. (Hayward & Hayward), West Hartlepool. 
Hoover, A. G. (Hoopers, Tanfield, & Fairbairn), Birmingham 


licns, J. W. (Hills, Godfrey, & Halsey), 23, Queen Anne’s-gate, 
Westminster. 
Hinpue, F. G. (Hindle & Son), Darwen. 


LLoyp GrorGce, Rt. Hon. D. (Lloyd George, oberts, & Co.), London, 
\[rppLEBRooK, W. (Scatcherd & Co.), Leeds. 
Raprorp, G. H. (Radford & Franklin), Chancery-lan« 
Renvett, A., il. 

Ruruerrorp, W. W. (Rutherfords), Liverpool and London. 
Tuorne, G. R. (G. R. Thorne & Haslam), Wolverhampton 
Wuire, Sir Luke, Driffield. 


London. 








Legal News. 


‘Appointments. 


Mr. Garpner TyNnpDALL, of the firm of Tyndall & Co., solicitors, of 
95, Colmore-row, Birmingham, has been appointed (1) a Commissioner 
of the High Court of Judicature, Fort William, in Bengal, to take 
affidavits, &c., and also to take acknowledgments of married women 
in respect of property in India. The Commission is dated the 15th of 
October, 1909. (2) A Commissioner of the High Court of Judicature, 
Madras, to take affidavits, and also to take the acknowledgments of 
married women in respect of property in India. The Commission is 
dated the 16th of December, 1909. (3) A Commissioner of the High 
Court of Judicature, Bombay, to take affidavits and examine witnesses 
for the said court. The Commission is dated the lst of November, 
1909. (4) A Commissioner of the High Court of Judicature for the 
North-West Provinces of India, to take affidavits, &c., and also to take 
the acknowledgments of married women in respect of property in India. 
This Commission is dated the lst of November, 1909. 


Mr. T. C. HeppEeRwIck, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a Metro 
politan police magistrate, in the place of Mr. R. O. B. Lane, K.C., who 
has resigned on account of ill-health. Mr. Hedderwick was called to 
the in 1876. 

Mr. Horace MaRrsHAtt, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a second 
stipendiary magistrate for the city of Leeds. Mr. Marshall was called 


to the Bar in 1894. 


Bat 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 


Howarp Burcess, FrepericK Pocuin, GeorGr ARCHIBALD 
ER, and Witt1AmM Massey, solicitors (Toller, Burgess, Pochin & 
Co.), Leicester. Jan. 21. So far as the said William Massey is con 
cerned ; the practice will in future be carried on by the said Alfred 
Howard Burgess, Frederick Pochin, and George Archibald Toller. 
[Gazette, Jan. 28. 
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General. 


A course of three public lectures on ‘‘ Some Recent Developments 
in Federal Government in the British Colonies (Australia, Canada and 


South Africa),’’ will be delivered at University College, by Professor | ‘3 99 : 4 
5 )s ps chet ta University College, by Profe | me God ’’ were not necessary, and they formed no part of the Scotch 


J. H. Morgan, M.A. 
5 p.m., beginning on Tuesday, February 8th. 
public without fee or ticket. Further particulars may be obtained 
on application to the Secretary, University College, Gower Street, W.C. 


The lectures will be delivered on Tuesdays, at 


At the Devon Assizes, before Mr. Justice Bray, on Tuesday, says the 
Times, John George Jackson, solicitor, of Plymouth, pleaded guilty 
to two indictments charging him with converting to his own use sums 
of money entrusted to him for and in behalf of clients, amounting in 
all to £834, and not guilty to an indictment charging him with utter- 
ing a forged deed purporting to be a mortgage. Counsel for the pri- 
soner, in appealing to the court for leniency, said the prisoner’s present 
position was due to a series of misfortunes. He started life as an 
office boy in poor circumstances with a firm of Plymouth solicitors, and 
showed such ability for legal work that he was eventually articled, 
and, passing his examination, was admitted a solicitor in 1890. He 
worked up a good practice, and shared with other solicitors in the 
prosperity which resulted from the great development of the building 
trade upon the extension of Keyham Docks. He invested his money in 
house property, but afterwards there came a period of very great 
depression, and the prisoner, like a great many others, lost a great deal 
of money. He had been for some years a member of the Plymouth 
Town Council and a Poor Law Guardian for Plymouth, and the fact 
of his having been High Chief Ranger of the Ancient Order of 
Foresters was in itself a recognition of the man’s merits and abilities. 
His lordship said he was bound to come to the conclusion that the pri- 
soner had been leading a more or less dishonest life for many years, 
and he must go to penal servitude for four years. 


By the Supreme Court Amendment Ordinance, Gibraltar, 1909, and 
the new Rules of Court, which have now come into operation, several 
important modifications and changes have, says the 7'imes, been intro- 
duced into the practice and procedure of the Supreme Court in its 
plenary and summary jurisdictions. On the plenary side, a plaintiff 
may now proceed, subject to certain requirements, to trial without 
pleadings. The rules as to procedure in actions by or against firms 
and persons carrying on business in names other than their own have 
been repealed, and the new procedure, which is similar to that of the 
English High Court, has been embodied in one rule containing eleven 
subsections. The fees for obtaining probate or letters of administra- 
tion have been completely varied, and will in future be charged at so 
much per cent. on the gross value qf the personal estate as sworn to. 
Important changes have also been introduced into the fees to be taken 
by solicitors and counsel. The solicitors’ fees have been divided into 
a lower and higher scale, and a scale of fixed costs has been introduced 
beyond which solicitors, in certain contingencies, will not be entitled 
to charge. The summary jurisdiction has been extended from £20 to 
£100, and the scales of fees of court and solicitors’ costs have been 
rearranged accordingly. In lieu of the ordinary form of procedure by 
summons, a plaintiff may, in an action for a debt or liquidated money 
demand, now obtain a default summons, which entitles him to proceed, 
without further formalities, to judgment and execution, unless the 
defendant obtains leave to defend. By these alterations the practice 
and procedure of the Supreme Court of the colony have been brought 
more into conformity with those of the High Court of Justice and 
the county courts in England. 


There has been much discussion this week on the Oaths Act. The 
Lord Chief Justice, in charging the grand jury at the Aylesbury 
Assizes, said that when a person had himself or herself to use words, 
they must think more about them than if they were merely repeated 
by an officer of the court. Therefore, with the approval of his 
Majesty’s Government, an amendment was carried in the Oaths Bill, 
that the person taking the oath should repeat, or repeat after the 
officer of the court, the words, “I swear by Almighty God,’’ fol- 
lowed by the words of the oath. In addition to that, the Home 
Office—and again he thought there was good reason for what they 
did—at the suggestion of some people in the House of Commons re- 
stored what he might call the connexion of the Scriptures—the Gospels, 
or in the case of Jews, the Pentateuch—with the oath, and accordingly 
it was provided by the amendment introduced by the Home Office 
that a witness should swear with uplifted hand, holding the New 
Testament, that was the Gospels, or the Old Testament, that was the 
Pentateuch. The reason for the uplifted hand was not at all difficult 
to judge. They knew that for a long time in Scotland the oath was 
administered by a witness standing with uplifted hand, the judge also 
taking part in administering the oath, and saying, ‘“‘I swear by 
Almighty God as I shall answer at the great day of Judgment that 
the evidence I shall give to the court and jury shall be the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.’’ Therefore there existed 
previously the solemn practice of a witness swearing with uplifted 
hand. In the Scotch form of oath they did not use the words, ‘‘ So 
help me God.’’ He desired to say a few words about the omission 
of these words. There had been a good deal of misunderstanding as 
to how these words were used, some people thinking they were used 
as an imprecation, meaning ‘‘ God help me, if I do not tell the truth.”’ 
He thought that anybody who had studied the matter from an his 
torical point of view would come to the conclusion that this was not 


the meaning of the word They were really the translation of the 





They are open to the | 





words Sic me adjuvet Deus, ‘‘ May God help me to do it,’ a prayer 
for assistance. ‘They were, however, considered words of impreca- 
tion, and the Government had proposed to prohibit their use at the 
instance of distinguished members of the House of Lords, but did 
not press the amendment. They would see that the words ‘‘ So help 


form of oath. That being the case, a little consideration would make 
them see that these words did not form part of the swearing, the 
oath itself consisting of that part where the witness said ‘‘ l swear 
by Almighty God, that the evidence I shall give to the court afd 
jury, shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.” 
Mr. Stringer also, in a letter to the 7'imes, says that the words ‘‘* So 
help me, Gop,’ are nowhere prescribed by law, and they are certainly 
not ‘the words of adjuration,’ for the latter are prescribed by the 
Oaths Act—namely, ‘I swear by Almighty God.’ When a different 
form of oath was in use, which was administered in the second pei 
son, the prescribed words of adjuration were, ‘So help you, Gop.’ 
There is no authority that I am aware of for importing those further 
words of adjuration in an altered form into the new oath prescribed 
by the statute. To do so would be open to serious objection, for, 
taken in their natural meaning, which is everything to the person 
sworn, they actually detract from the solemn words prescribed by 
the Oaths Act.’’? On the other hand, the Home Secretary, in a letter 
to Mr. J. H. Cooke, of Winsford, says it appears to him that section 
2 (1) of the Oaths Act of last session, which requires that the new 
form of words with which an oath is to commence shall be followed 
by the words ‘‘ prescribed by law ”’ at the time of the passing of the 
Act. must be regarded as requiring the use of the words ‘‘ So help 
me God ”’ hitherto customary at the end of an oath. A provision for 
omitting any ‘‘ words of imprecation or calling to witness’ other 
than the commencing words was included in the Bill as it was intro- 
duced in the House of Lords from the Commons; this was struck 
out in Committee of the Lords, and an amendment for reintroducing 
it, proposed on the third reading of the Bill, was by leave of the 
House withdrawn in deference to a strong expression of opinion in 
favour of the retention of the words in question. On the Bill return- 
ing to the House.of Commons the Lords’ amendments were agreed 
to. In view of these proceedings the Secretary of State considers 
that the omission of the words would be contrary to the intention of 
Parliament, and that, as indicated in the circular from this office of 
the 7th inst., they should still be used. 





An agreement has been entered into between the North British and 
Mercantile Insurance Company and the Railway Passengers Assurance 
Company, whereby the assets and business of the latter company will 
be acquired by the former as from the Ist of January, 1910. It is 
not intended to terminate the separate existence of the Railway Pas 
sengers Company, which will therefore continue to carry on business 
as heretofore. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota Or ReaistrRars IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercexoy «¢ Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


Date. 








OTA. No. 2. Jovor. Swinren Eapy. 
Monday ...Feb. 7 Mr Beal Mr Borrer Mr Goldschmidt Mr Leach 
Tuesday .. o- 8 Greswell Beal Synge Borrer 
Wednesday ...... 9 Goldschmidt Greswell Church Real 
Thursday .10 Synge Goldschmidt Theed Greswell 
Friday ... so 2 Church Synge Bloxam Goldschmidt 
Saturday ....... 12 Theed Church Farmer Synge 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice ~ Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. WARRINGTON. NeVILLE PARKER. Eve. 
Monday ...Feb. 7 Mr Theed Mr Greswell Mr Church Mr Farmer 
Tuesday ......... 8 Bloxam Goldschmidt Theed Leach 
Wednesday , * Farmer Synge Bloxam Borrer 
Thursday .. S| Leach Church Farmer Beal 
Friday 12 Borrer Theed Leach Greswell 
Saturday ......... 13 Beal Bloxam Borrer Goldschmidt 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fnuipay, Jan. 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Limitep in CHANOERY. 


Burtisa Enterprise Imsvrance Socrery, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 25, 
directed to be heard Feb 8. Bradley & Co, Culium st, Fenchurch st, solors for the 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not Jater than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Feb7 

Britism Gas Furnace anv Toor Co, Lrp (1n Votuntany Liquipation)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Feb 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Charles Frederick Lawton, York st, Sheffield. Webster & 
Styring, Sheffield, solcrs for the liquidator 

DurpeipGe Suir Company, Lrp— Creditors are required, on or before Feb 24, to send 
their names #nd adoresses, and the particu/ars of their debts or claims, to Edward 
John Baker, Billiter Hoose, billiter st. Mellows & Co, Fenchurch bldge, solors for 
the liquidator. 

E. Russevy & Sons, Ltp (in Votuntary Liquipation)—Petn for winding-up, presented 
Jan 24, directed to be heard at the County Cowt, Quay st, Manchester, Feb 9, at 10. 
H, Derwent Simpson, 18, Saint Ann st. Manchester, solor for the petners, Notice of 
apahe must reach the above named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

eb 8, 
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Fretcourrs Apvertisine Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before March 16, to 
eend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Cedric Percy Type, 87 and 89, Edmund st, Birmingham. W, A. & L. F. Williams, 
Birmingham, eolors for liquidator 

Horsratu Destructor Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 22, directed to be 
heard Feb 8. Robinson & Co, Lancaster pl, Strand, agents for Waldron, Brierley 
Hill, solor for petners. Notice of —s must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 7 

Horst Cuatuam, Lrp—Fetn for winding up, presented Jan 26, directed to he heard 
Feb 8. Tilling, Devonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate, solor for the petner. Notice of 
2 ing must reach the above-named not Jater than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

tc) 

Ivcanprscent Heat Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 24, directed to be 
heard before Mr Justice Neville Feb 8, Billinghurst & Co, 7, Bucklersbury, petners 
and sols Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’cl.ck 
on the afternoon of Feb 7 

Kine anv Heywoop, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 12, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Bowler, 
80, North John at, Liverpool]. Northkirk & Co, Liverpool, solors for the liquidator 

Lewis Bros. ap Lemor, Lrp (1m Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb. 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John Henry Watling, 40, Broad st, Bristol. 

Martaseve Prorrierary Minas, Lrp (1x Liqutpatiox)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Mar 11, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Charles John Geoffrey Palmour, Old Jewry Ingle & Co, Capel House, 
New Broad st, solors for liquidator 

Pzrry Bros., Lrn—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 18, directed to be heard Feb 
8 Miller & Steele, 8t Stephen’s chmbrs, Telegraph st, solors for the petners. Notice 
¢ 7 es must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of Fe 

PotTatioce Sar Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or |before Feb 24, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward John 
Baker, Billiter ,House, Billiter st. Mellows & Co, Fenchurch bldgs, solors for the 
liquidator 

Ruopes1a Concessions, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. Wood- 
burn Kirby, Bassishaw House, Basinghall st, Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton av, solors 
for the liquidator 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 1, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LiMitep 16 CHANCERY. 


Braceweitt & HarGreaves, Lrpo (rw Votuntary Liqurpation)—Creditors are re- 
uired, on or before March 12, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of 

their debte or claims, to Joseph Smith, 32, Richmond ter, Blackburn, liquidator 

Cius Trust, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 24, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alexander Brooke 
Bryden, 18a, Cannon st. Rumney, Craven st, Strand, solor for the liquidator 

Grzson Bros, Lrp (1 Votuntary Liquipatiom)— Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 21, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Robert Rhodes, 18, Low pymnt, Nottingham, liquidator 

Hawpicrarts Press, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alexander 
Robinson, 28, Preston rd, Leytonstone, liquidator 

Harry M. Mirron, Lrp (1x Votcntary Ligurpation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Mar 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debta 
or claims, to John Samuel Hulton, 16, Clegg st, Oldham, Rowbotham, Oldham, 

% golors for the liquidator 

Miptanp (Lozeuis) Sxatine Rimx, Lro—Crediturs are required, on or before 
March 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to H. Hackett, liquidator 

Societe pes Ancrens Erapiissements CHENARD ET Watcger (AGENOE D’ANGLE- 
tegsz), Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 1, directed to be heard Feb 15. 
Lawrence & Co, St Mary Axe. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 14 

Swan Horst, Newsyserper, Lrp (tn Votuntary Liquipation) — Creditors are 
required, on or before Mar 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Fred Goulding Schofield, 16, Clegg st Oldham, Row- 
botham, Oldham, solor for the liquidator 

Watrter Rosertson & Son, Lrv—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 27, directed to 
heard Feb 15. Martin & Nicholson, 29, Queen st, solors for the petnrs, Notice of 
- ri ng must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

e 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gasette.—FutDay, Jan, 28. 


Bompay Exrioration, Lrp 

Generat axp Mines Aoency, Lrp. 
Keretoma Dairy Co, Lip 

Tomas Wetts, Lro 

Dorman, Lowa & Co (Sourm Arnica), Lro, 
Tursine Devetorpment Co, Lro. 

Anrentorn (Matanete) Goto Mines, Lrp. 
Lonpon Evecrrosvs Co, Lrp. 

Sarram Mistna Co, Lro. 

Henperson's Niert, Lr. 

AvexaNpaia Bourtpine Co, Lrp, (1m Ligurpation). 
Dywamio Synpicare, Lro. 

Dywamic (Frenca) Synproate, Lrp. 
Mitcuam Evxoreic Fan Co, Ltp. 

J. V. Brooxssanx, Lrp. 

TatTTzrsatL anv Ex.iorr, Lrp. 

Souta Inn1an Commenrciat anv Inpustatat Co, Lrp 
Socrat Wuirt Co, Lrp 

Wuittey Amusements, Lrp. 

Cuiarx Brorarres Crocr Co, Lrp. 

Oris and Meacaanpise (Avaica), Lro. 
Zust Morors, Lrp 

Matrico Foops, Lrp. 

Great Boutper Mati Reer, Leo, 

Simpcex Syypricare, Lip. 

Nowex Saretry Tank Synpicare, Lrp. 
Peuvetr, Lrp (Reconstruction) 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 1, 


J. K. Cutty & Co, Lrp. 

Britis Amexican Corron O11 Co, Lrp, 

Sr. Hzeien’s Buitpine Co, Lrp. 

EN@LISH AND AmenicanN Paorprierantes, Lrp, 
CotumBiaw FiaePrxoorine Co, Lap, 

Actons Swaztuasp Concessions, Lrp. 
Hawprorarts Press, Lrp, 

Scumisper, Lrp. 

Mataspeve Centrar Estates Co Lrn, 








Avsrratastaw Motor Caz Co, Lrp. 
Water Rosertson & Son, Lrv, 
Breminesaw Anema, Lrp. 

W. 8. A. Sywpicate, Lrp, 
IntTeRWationaL Insurance Co, Lrp, 
James GuTueie & Co, Ltp 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Feb. 8.—Messra, Rogers & Coates, at the Mart, at 3: Freehold Ground Rents (see 
advertisement, back page, Jan. 22), 

Feb. 8.—Messrs. Metross & Russevt, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents 
(see advertisement, back page, Jan. 22). 

Feb. 16.—Messrs, Tuurgoop & Martin, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Warehouses 
and Trade Premises (see advertisement, back page, Jan 29). 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions, Lire Poricres, AnD SHARES, 
Messrs. H. E, Fostsr & Cranrrecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No, 900) of the 
above-named Interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when 
the following lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realised being 
£3,201 188. :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 


To £3,305 14s. - «.. Bold £1,760 

To £500 Ccnsols “i ose eee ° coe) pp. 88 
REVERSION to £1,925 l4s._... oe —_ on Tas =e ean » £1,000 
POLICY OF ASSURANCE for £500 ae ° oan . a « #1 
SHARES— 

United Realization Co.,Ltd. ... no oe sas is ves oe 

Tyler, Johnson & Co., Ltd. oe oo - ons oe oe 9 £26 14, 

Town Properties of Bulawayo, Lid. ... men ae oa »» £31 10s, 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day oF Cvarm. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Jan. 28, 


Crowe, Faitz Havcn Epen, Sydney pl, Kensington Feb 27 Crowe v Crowe, Neville, J 
Steele, College hill 

Purser, Wittiam, Gt Yarmouth, Builder Feb 28 
Blake, Gt Yarmouth 


Purssr v Benjafield, Eve, J 


London Gazette,—Turspay Feb. 1. 


Covretyey, Wiiuram Davin, Gt Chapel st, Westminster, Hotel Proprietor Feb 28 
Cope Bros v Courtney, Neville, J Carvalho, Leadenhall st 7 
Howarp, Frepsrick Compton, Scalby, York March 5 Cuff v Howard, Neville, J 

Donner, Scarborough 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or CLarm. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan 25. 


Barker, Tuomas, Reigate, Commission Agent Feb1_ Phillips, Redhill 
Bayns, Carugaine, Elgin av, Maida vale Feb 12 Webb-Ware, Tavistock st, Covent 
arden 

a. Henry, Handforth, Chester, Farmer Feb 21 Stott & Pogmore, Manchester 

Brapsury, Caagies Epwasp, Surbiton, Solicitor Feb 28 Guscotte & Co, Essex st, 
Strand 

Bryant, WALTER Jouy, Merton, Surrey March? Simpson & Co, Gracechurch st 

Carpwett, Epwarp Henry, West Horsley, Surrey March 15 Walker & Co, Theo- 
bald’s rd 

Eaues, Jucia, Hartlepool Feb 5 Harrison & Son, West Hartlepool 

Eaves, Wiit1aM, Hartlepool Feb5 Harrison & Son, West Hartlepool : 

Gerett!, Henry, Wiltshire rd, Brixton March 10 Savery & Stevens, Fen ct, Fen- 
church st 

Hat, Caarces Littixcron, Osmington, nr Weymouth Feb 23 Peacock & Goddard, 
South s 

Hastie, aoe. 9 Haverstock hill, Hampstead Feb 28 Peters, Basinghall st 

Hicktxsorrom, Witi1aM, Redhill, Surrey, Contractor Feb1 Phillips, Redhill ; 

Hitt, Georce, West Horrington, Saint Cuthbert in Wells, Somerset, Farmer Feb 21 
Norton & Wilson, Wells - 

Hossoyx, Frank Joun, Parsons Green, Fulham Marl Marcus & Co, Broad st av 

Hupson, Tuomas Peppre, West Southbourne, Bournemouth Mar 24 Druitt, Bourne- 
mouth 

Hunrer, Apetaipg MatitpA, Bath Marl2 Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Jeutey, Emity Jane, Greenwich Mar 15 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 

Kirxwoop, Apa Mary, Blundellsands, Lancs Feb 25 Barrell & Co, Liverpool 

Larne, Aayes, Craven hill, Hyde Park Feb 28 Janson & Co, College hill 

Lows, Tuomas, West Kirby, Chester, Licensed Victualler Feb 28 Rigby & Herron, 
Liverpool 

Morzisox, Extey, Basildon Park, Berks 
Coleman st ? 

Newyuam, WitttamM Hevatiey, Weybridge Mar16 Newnham, Ringwood, Hants 

Noxaris, RecinaLtp Arrtave, Leicester Feb 28 Leader & Co, Newgate st : 

Oppennetm, Jutes, Petherton rd, Canonbury, Merchant Mar 25 Corbould-Ellis & 
Mitchell, Clement’s In 

Persir. GeeTrupe, 8t Albans, Marl Lowe & Co, Temple gdns 

Rose, Mary Ann, Hyde, Chester Feb 26 Baguley, Ashton under Lyne 

Roser, Tuomas, Hyde, Chester, Licensed Victualler Feb 26 Baguley, Ashton under 
Lyne ; 

Sanprorp, Joun Geonrce, Bristol, Joiner Feb 28 Harwood & Co, Bristol 

St Georck, WaLDyve WeLiiveton, Reedham, Norfolk Feb 25 Mathews & Co 
Cannon st 

Swinpe.i, Emma Stone, Beckenham Mar15 Butler, Mark In 

Tuomas, AnneTTe, Bournemouth Mari Guillaume & Sons, Bournemouth 

Tweepwouts, Right Hon Epwarp Baron, Edington, Berwick Feb 28 Hunter & 
Haynes, New sq a 

Waeren, Josern Loxpare, Bridgnorth, Barrister at Law Feb28 Williams & Son 

irmingham 
Wartcnurcn, Agstuur Husert, Southampton Feb 28 Guscotte & Co, Essex st 


Feb 28 Morrison, Morrison Estate Office, 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Jan 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Barcuoors, Peraus, Water In, Merchant High Court 
Pet Dec15 Ord Jan 25 

Boyp, Maxim Beayarp, Catherine st, Buckingham Gate, 
Engineer High Court PetJan1 Ord Jan 25 

Brows, Heney Watson Garoor, Highbridge, Somerset. 
Drag 6 Store Proprietor Bridgwater Pet Jan 25 Ord 
Jan 25 

BuLtamMorE, MATTHEW, Semen, Grocer Scarborough 
Pec Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Caavitt, Toomas Gartvan, Phillimore gdus High Court 
Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 25 

Caapwick, CaTHERIN®, Bolton, Boarding House Keeper 
Bolton Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Dixon & Sox, Brockley, Coal Merchants Greenwich Pet 
Dec 18 Ord Jan 25 

Evays, Evan Francis, Ammanford, Seeentin, 
Grocer Carmarthen Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 2 

Gate, Reupen GrorcEe et Tey Glam, Fish Dealer, 
Neath Pet Jan 26 Ord 

Gatiey, Joun, Methwold, Hythe Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

GopsaLt, Ernest, Brierley Hill, Stafford Stourbridg2 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

GrauaM, THOMAS, ao. — _ Powerloom Overlooker, 
Burnley Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Gezens, Wittiam Faizse, Brighton, 
Brighton Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 24 

Greenway, Jesse, Arlingham, Glos, Grocer Gloucester 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Hayes, Henry, Bristol, Timber Merchant Bristol Pet 
Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 


Photograper 


Hayyes, WILL1aM, ow ee + eee Draper Scar- 
borough Pet Jan 26 Ord Ji 
Hiscock, Emity, Tollard ote ang Dorset, Farmer 


Salisbury Pet Jan25 Ord Jan $5 

Joxes, Jouy, Pwllheli, Carnarvonshire, Builder Port- 
madoc Pet Jan 13 ‘Ord Jan 24 

Joxes, Joun Grorae, Tirphil, Glam, Grocer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 

Leake, ALFRED, Peterborough Peterborough Pet Jan 26 
Ord Jan 26 

LeatHamM, Witiiam, Levenshulme, Manchester, Tea Dealer 
Manchester Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 24 

Livesey, JoszPx, Southport, Condestioner Liverpool Pet 
Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

McNamexz, Bernarp, Stratford, Essex, pute Hall Artiste 
High Court Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 

Manners, Joun Ropsgrt, Denbi - rd, Bayswater, E Barrister- 
at-Law High Court Pet Nov 10 Ord 

Mawysinos, Antoun, Hurst Green, Sussex, yo Vic- 
tualler Tunbridge Wells Pet Jan 4’ Ord Jan 25 

Movtp, Witi1am Henry, Old Hill, 8tatfs, Plumber Dud- 
ley Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Noppixas, THomas, Mirfield, Yorks, 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 


Builder ‘Dewsbury 


Pasker, Marx, Bolton, Carter Bolton Pet Jan 25 
Ord Jan 25 
Partineton, THomas Bower, Moss Side, Manchester, 


Tailor Salford Pet Janill Jan 24 

Pixz, Witut1am Dovetas Moriey, Newark on Trent, 
Licensed Victualler Nottingham Pet Jan 25 Ord 
Jan 25 

Porrer, Tuomas, and Witt1am Manvugt Potrer, Fenchurch 
st, ship Brokers High Court Pet Dec 24 Ord Jan 26 

Putten, 8 E, Burghley rd, Highgate rd, Fruiterer High 
Court PetJan6 Ord Jan 26 

— Witsoy, New Bond st High Court Pet Jan4 Ord 
an 

Ringway, Watter Gsorce, L Clapton rd, Hackney, 
Builder High Court Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 

Suarp, Rosert, Whitepost, Todber, Dorset, Dealer Salis- 
bury Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 

Saaw, Witt1am, Marsden, nr Huddersfield, 
Burner Huddersfield Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 

Smuirn, Cuarves, Argyll pl, Regent st, Bootmaker High 
Court Pet Dec 28 Ord Jan 24 

Stow, WILLIAM, = Grimsby,Grocer Gt Grimsby Pet Jan 
24 Ord Jan 2 

TABEBNER, reckon and Witiram Taperner, 
Drapers Bolton Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 


Cotton 


Bolton, 








Turyxitt, ArstHur Curistian, Sawtry, ame, Engineer 
Peterborough Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Woop, Harey, Redcar, Yorks, Printer Middlesbrough 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aryscow, Ex1za, Moston, nr Manchester Feb5ati1l Off 
Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Batt, Jonx, Highampton, Devon, Farmer Feb 11 at 11 
7, Buckland terr, Plymouth 

Baranoorn, Perraus, Water In, Merchant Feb 10 at 1 

ke on Trent, Plumber Feb 7 at 


Bankruptcy “_ ~ Carey st 

Bostock, Tuomas, Sto 
11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Boyp, Maxim Berwarp, Catherine st, Buckingham Gate, 
Engineer Feb 10at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CamprBe.i, Ropeat Ciements, Barry Dock, Glam, Outfitter 
Feb 7 at 12 Off Rec, 117, St Marg st, Cardiff 

Carvitt, Tuomas Gartcan, Phillimore gdns Feb 10 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Caapwick, Catering, Bolton, Boarding House Keeper 
Feb 9 at 3.30 19, Exchange st, Bolton’ 

Dixow ayp Son, Brockley, Coal Merchants Feb 7 at 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Farrar, Lieut J H, Pagnell, Bucks Feb7 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Gopsatt, Ernest, Brierley Hill, Staffs, Grocer Feb 7 at 12 

ff Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 
Greevorr, Joun Josera, and Haray Wuirenus av Merariz, 


Blackpool, Fleetwood, Dentists Veb 5at 11 Off Rec, 
13, Winckley st, Preston 
Hankinson, Josern, Stockingford, Nuneaton, Butcher 


Feb7 at 11 Off Rec, 8, High Street, Coventry 

Jenxnines, Joun, Blackburn, Tin Plate Worker Feb 9 at 
10.80 County Court house, Blackburn 

— Davip Ruys, Cadoxton, Barry, Glam, Grocer Feb 

7at 3 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Licutroot, Harry, and Joan Epwarp Ssout, Liverpool, 
Grocers Feb 8 at 11 Off Rec, 35, Victoria Street, 
Liverpool 

McNamee, Begnarp, Bridge rd, Stratford, Essex, Music 
Hall Artiste Feb 9 atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

ManrsHa.t, Tesry, Soothill Upper, near Dewsbury, Rag 
Merchant Feb 9 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corpora- 
tion st, Dewsbury 

MarsHatu, Tuomas, Killamarsh, Derby, Tailor Feb 5 at 
12 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Morean, Tuomas, Myrtle Hill, Gwauncaegurwen, Glam, 
Labourer Feb 5 at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, 
St Mary’s st, Swansea 

Morais, Grorce, Fladbury, Worcester Feb 7 at 11,30 

Off , 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Norts, Wiiu1aAm, Aldershot, Steam Hauler Feb 7 at 12 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Parker, Mark, Bolton, Carter Feb 10at3 19, Exchange 
st, Bolton 

Parreipar, James Apvams, Woodston, Tenbury, Worce ter, 
Farmer Feb 10 at 2, 15 Lion Hotel, Kid derminster 

Porter, Tuomas, and WILLIAM ManveL Porter, Fenchurch 
st ship Brokers Feb9at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 


st 

Pues, 8 E, Burghley rd, Highgate rd, Fruiterer Feb 10 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Varey st 

Raz, Witson, New Bond st Feb 10 at 11 
bldgs, Carey st 

RanpDaLL, WALTER Wituiam, Nottingham, Tailor Feb 8 
at1l Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Ripaway, WALTER Gzorar, Lower Clapton rd, Hackney, 
Builder Feb 9 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rimmer, Wivuiam, Southport, Lancs, Carpet Salesman 
Feb 8 at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Sueprarp, Witu1aAmM Henry, Carlton, Notts Feb 8 a‘ 12 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Sargips, Tuomas, Biggleswade Feb 8at12 Swan Hotel, 
Biggleswade 

Smira, Cuarves, Argyll pl, Regent st, Bootmaker Feb 9 
atil Baakruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Taserner, AGynes, and Wittiam Taserner, Preston, 
Lancs, Drapers Feb9at3 19, Exchange st Bolton 

Vicary, ALexaypger Criaup, Battle, Sussex, Cycle Dealer 
Feb 7 at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baker, Bensamis, Hexham, Northumberland, Contractor 
Newcastle on Tyne PetJan21 Ord Jan 26 


Bankruptcy 





Bareasvorp, Gores, Charing Cross rd, Music Hall 
Agency xr High Court Pet Oct 12 Ord Jan 25 

Butiamore, Mattuew, Scarborough, Grocer Scarborough 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Cuapwick, Catuerixg, Bolton Boarding House Keeper 
Boston Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Cottyer-ApamM, Wittiam Joux, Bedford rd, , Cagnem 
Doctor High Court Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 23 

CourtanpeR, Leonarp, Ludgate hill, Jeweller High 
Court Pet Dec 14 Ord Jan 25 

pe Montmorency, WILLIAM Georrary Boucuarp, Viscount 
Movuntmorees, Pall Mall High Court Pet Oct 21 
Ord Jan 25 

Evans, Evan Fraxcis, Ammanford, Carmarthen, Grocer 

en Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Gaz, Revsen Grorce Henry, +. Glam, Fish Dealer 
Neath Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 

GaALLry, om Methwold, Hythe, Norfolk Farmer Norwich 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

GopsaLL, ys Brierley Hill, Staffs, Grocer Stour- 
bridge Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 26 

Granam, Tuomas, P; te Powerloom Overlooker 

urnley Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 

Greenorr, Joun Josera, and Harry WuirencaD Merit, 
Fleetwood, Lancs, Deatists Preston Pet Dec 30 
Ord Jan 24 

Greenway, Jessx, Arlingham, Glos, Grocer Gloucester, 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 


Hayyes, Wim, _ Bridlington, Yorks, Draper 
Scarborough Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
Hiscock, Ewmity, Tollard, —- Dorset, Farmer 


Salisbury Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
Jongs, Jonn Georae, Tirphil, Glam, 
Tydfil Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 
Kuveman, D. C., Hanover sq High Court Pet Nov 3) 

Ord Jan 22 
Leake, ALFRED, Peterborough Peterborough Pet Jan 26 
Ord Jan 26 


Grocer Merthyr 


Leataam, Wit.1am, Levenshulme, Machester, Tea Dealer 
Manchester Pet Jan 25 OrdJan8 


Livesey, Joseru, ean Confectioner Liverpool 
Pet Jan 26 Ord J 
McNamez, Bernarp, ~ rr" Essex, Music Hall 


Artiste High Court Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Mou tp, Witu1am Henry, Old Hill, Staffs, Plumber Dudley 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Noppines, THomas, Mirfield, Yorks, Builder 
Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 26 

Parker, eee Bolton, Carter Bolton Pet Jan 25 Ord 


Dewsbury 


an 25 

Pixz, Witu1am Dovctas Moriey, Newark-on-Trent, 
Licensed Victualler Nottingham Pet Jan 25 Ord 
Jan 25 

Pirartren, Cuantes Henry Aureep, Preston, Restaurant 
Keeper Preston Pet Jan13 Ord Jan 24 

Ripaway, WALTgeR Groner, Lower Clapton rd, Hackney, 
Builder High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Rutty, Joun Ciark, Botesdale, Suffolk, Leather Merchant 
Ipswich Pet Dec 18 Ord Jan 25 

Sansom, Toomas Freperickx, and Waiter Epowiy Bisnop, 
Thames Ditton, Surrey, Builders Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Nov 19 Ord Jan 18 

Suarp, Ropert, Whitepost, Todber, Dorset, Dealer Salis- 
bury Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 

Suaw, Wrtitam, Marsden, nr Huddersfield, Cotton 
Burner Huddersfield Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Somexa, Mosu Josern, Menasni Yosera Somexn, and 
Meir Hanon Kartran, Manchester, as Mer- 
chants Manchester Pet Aug5 Ord Jan 26 

Stow, Wituiam, Great Grimsby Grocer (Great Grimsby 
Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 

Taperner, Acnes, and Taserner Wituiam, Bolton, Dra- 
pers Bolton Pet Jun 22 Ord Jan 22 

Turnitt, Artaur CuelstTian, Sawtry, Hunte, 
Peterborough Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 

Weiner, Samuet, Hatton Garden, Jeweller High Court 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Jan 22 

Woop, Haary, Redcar, Yorks, Printer, Middlesbrough 
Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 25 


Arnscow, Exiza, Moston, ur Manchester 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
London Gazette.-- Fripay, Jan 28. 


Engineer 


Manchester 


Kyicats, Bensamin, South Shields, Tailor and Clothier 
Newcastle on Tyne Adjud Noy 10, 1999 Annul 
Jan 20, 1910 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND SUARANTEE 


BLOORGATE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED In 1880. 


STEREUT, LONDON, 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ana supervision of the Corporation. 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Liceased Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


On application. 
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London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 1, 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 


Bavkin, Ca RL, Rhosneigr, A nglesey, Watchmaker 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 2 

Bituna, Ropert Henry, Winton, ur Manchester, Saddler 
Salford Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 2 

Crortuy, Nosie, Whitehaven, 
Gardener Whitehaven Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 27 

Caurcu, Herpert Smirx, Overstrand, Norfolk, Photo- 
grapher Norwich Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Denman, Ernest Wriiiiam, Hounslow Brentford Pet 
Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Dovatas, F Gorpoy, Hillsborough Barracks, 
High Court Pet Nov 24 Ord Jan 28 

ErTHeERinctrox, THomas Witiram, Stockton on Tees, Fish 
Dealer Stockton on Tees Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

Fow es, Tuomas, Central Markets, Poultry Salesman High 
Court Pet Jani12 Ord Jan 28 

Garpyer, Jonn Henry, West Mersea, 
Colchester Pet Dec10 Ord Jan 8 

Ger, Tuomas Witiiam, Norwich Norwich 
Ord Jan 23 

Grorae, Ancuik, Eardisland, Hereford, 
Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 28 

Gia, Lean, and Hua 
Birmingham, Drapers 
Jan 28 

Herexrt, Heten Mary, 
Jan it Ord Jan 27 

Horscrort, Tuxopore B, North st, 
Owner Brentford Pet Novy 29 

Lanstry, Atrrep, High rd, Kilburn, Clothier 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Ler, Apert Epwry, Shottenden 
Ord Jan 29 

Marty, Frank, Bristol, 
Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Mason, Joun Epwarp, South Kirby, nr Wakefield, 
Waketield Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 28 

Masters, Frepericx, Leicester Leicester 
Ord Jan 27 

Norta, Witt1am, Aldershot, 
Pet Janl Ord Jan 26 

Perey, James Jouy, Cardiff, 
Ord Jan 26 

Rosinson, Epwarp Witiiam, Scarborough, Baker &car- 
borough Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 28 

Smate, R, Bristol, Undertaker Bristol 
Jan 28 

Srarkes, THomas Tuompson, Carlisle, Grocer Carlisle 
Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 

Sparrow, Jesse, Love walk, 
Manager High Court Pet 

Srowers, A R, Angel rd, Brixton, 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan 27 

Tontas, Josrrn, Westbourne grove, Bayswater, House 
Furnisher High Court Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 27 

Tomey, Percy, York mans, Westminster, Engineer 
Court Pet Dec20 Ord Jan 27 

Womack, Frank Enic, Bressingham, 
Ipswich Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

Worts, Caries Percy, Farnham, 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jun 24 

Yenpoit, Harey, Waunllwyd. Mon, 
Tredegar Pet Jani17 Ord Jan 29 


Sangor 


Cumberland, Market 


Sheffield 


Essex, Auctioneer 
Pet Jan 28 
Miller Leominster 


Tuomas 
sirmingham 


1KS 


Wrvsyam, Lozells, 
Pet Dec 20 Ord 
Sidmouth, Devon Exeter Pet 
Tsleworth, 
Ord Jan 28 
High Court 


Property 


Canterbury Pet Jan 29 


Dealer Bristol Pet 


Hardware 


uilder 


Jan 27 


Pet 


Steam Haulier Guildford 


Baker Cardiff Pet Jan 26 


Pet Jani3 Ord 


Pet 
Camberwell, Thestrical 
July 21 Ord Jan 28 

Builder High Court 


High 
Norfolk, Grocer 


Brewer Guildford 


Mining Engineer 


Amended Notice substituted for that published jn the 
London Gazette of Nov 16: 
Pet 


Veatz, Freprrick, Plymouth, Grocer Plymouth 


Nov 2 Ord Nov 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Baca, Joux, Radipole, Weymouth, Builders’ 
Feb 9 at 4.30 Crown Hotel, Weymouth 
Binurser, Joseru, Small Heath, Warwic k, Dairyman 
11 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, 
mingham 


Merchants 
Feb 


Corporation st, Bir- 


Brows, Henry Watson Greoor, Highbridge, Somerset, 
Drug Store Proprietor Feb 9 at 12.16 Off Rec, 26, 
3aldwin st, Bristol 

Cuaryey, G, Liverpool, Bag Agent Feb9at11 Off Rec, 
38, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Couen, Josern, Tredegar, Mon, Mineral Water Manufac- 
turer Feb9at11 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, New- 
port, Mon 

Evans, Evan Francis, Borough Stores, Ammanford, Car- 
marthen, Grocer Feb 9 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 
Carmarthen 

Fow xs, Taomas, Central Markets, Poultry Salesman Feb 
llat1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ga.iey, Jouy, Methwold, Hythe, Norfolk, Farmer Feb 12 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Garpyer, Joun Henry, West Mersea, Essex, Auctioneer 
Feb ll at 2 Cup's Hotel, Colchester 

Ger, THomas Wituram, Norwich Feb 9 at 12,30 Off Rec, 
8, King st, Norwich 

Granam, Tuomas, Padiham, Lancs, Power-loom Overlooker 
Feb 9 4t 10.45 County Court house, Blackburn 

Greene, WiLLiAM Frizse, Brighton, Photographer 
at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Hawes, Warten Waketty, Elmswell, Suffolk, Licensed 
Victualler Feb 14 at 11.30 Angel Hotel, Bury St. 
Edmunds 

Hayes, Henry, Cotham, Bristol, Timber Merchant Feb 
9 at $18 2.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

, WittiaM, 3ridlington, Yorks, Draper Feb 9 at 

Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

EMILy, "Tollard, Farnham, Dorset, Farmer Feb 

10 - 1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 

Joyrs. Jony, Pwilheli, Carnarvonshire, Builder Feb 11 at 
2.30 Tower Hotel, Pwllheli 

Joxgs, Joun Georce, Tirphil, Glam, Grocer Feb 10 at 12 
Off Rec,County Court, Townhall, Merthyr Tydfil 

LeaTHam, WiLL1AM, Levenshulme, Manchester Tea Dealer 
Feb 9 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Feb 9 


Hay 
430° 
His¢ 


Mayyers, Joun Ropert, Denbighrd, Bayswater Barrister : 


at Law Febi1i1at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Manninas, Artuur, Hurst Green, sussex, Licensed Victu- 
aller Feb 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs 
Brighton ’ 

Masters, Freperick, Leicester Off Rec, 1, 
Berridge st, Leicester 

Noppines, Tuomas, Mirfield, Yorks, Builder Feb 10 at 11 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 

Parker, Josepa, Willenhall, Staffs, Press Tool Manu- 
facturer Feb9 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Parsoys, Josuua Tuomas, Birmingham, Hairdresser Feb 
14 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Bir- 
mingham 

Pixe, Witt1am DoveGtas Mortry, Newark on Trent, Notts, 
Licensed Victualler Feb 9at11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, 
Park st, Notts 

Suankr, Ropert, Whitepost, Todber, Dorset, Dealer Feb 
10 at 1.15 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salis- 
bury 

Srow, Wituiam, Great Grimsby, Grocer Feb 9 at 11 Off 
tec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

Srowers, A R, Angel rd, Brixton, Builder Feb 16 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tuomas, Evan, Penybank, Liandilofawr, 
Licensed Victualler Feb 9 at 11.30 
st, Carmarthen 

Txompson, Atpert Enwarp, Birmingham, Coal Merchant 
Feb 14 at 12.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

Tosras, JoserH, Westbourne grove, Bayswater, House 
Furnisher Feb 10at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

fomey, Percy, York mans, W: — Engineer Feb 16 
at 11 Beakruptey bldgs, Carey st 


Womack, Franx Enric, 
Feb 17 at 1 


Feb 9 at 12 


Carmarthen, 
Off Rec, 4, Queen 


Bressingham, Norfolk, Grocer 

Off Ree, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Worts, Coaries Percy, Farnbam, Brewer Feb 9 at 11,30 
132, York rd, Weatminster Bridge 

Waicut, Ropert Evans, Reading, Draper Feb 9 at12 14, 
Bedford row 





200tb Wear. 


The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 
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Copiod from Policy dated 1788. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, 


vecmennce ee EG ome 
AW Y 4 Vi ’ 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 


63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


. RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE, 
including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 


PLATE GLASS, 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 





FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 





The BONDS of 


the SUN INSURANCE OFFICE are accepted by the 


various Divisions of the High Courts of Justice in England and Ireland 


and the Supreme Courts of Scotland, 


the Masters in Lunacy, 


Trade, and all Departments of His Majesty’s Government. 








Board of | 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ApAms, James Wa ter, Blackfriars rd, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 29 

Ba xin, Cart, Rhosneigr, Anglesey, Watchmaker 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 

Barcuoon, Perrus, Water In, Merchant High Court 
Dec 15 Ord Jan 27 

BiiuinG, Ropert Henry, Winton, nr Manchester, Saddler 
Salford Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

Bitiixce, Josepn, Small Heath, Birmingham, Dairyman 
Birmingham Pet Jan 4 Ord Jan 28 

Brows, Henry Watson Grecor, Highbridge, Somerset, 
Drug Store Proprietor Bridgw: ater Pet Jan 25 Ord 
Jan 29 

Carvitt, Taomas GaRTLAN, Phillimore gdns High Court 
Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 28 

Cuuscn, Hersert Smirn, Overstrand, Norfolk, 
grapher Norwich Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 

Dawson, Rosert, Hampton Wick, Coal Merchant 
ston, Surrey Pet Jan14 Ord Jan 29 

Denman, Ernest Witu1AmM, Hounslow Brentford Pet Jan 
29 Ord Jan 29 

ETHERINGTON, Canes Wectaen, Stockton on Tees, Niel 
Dealer Stockton on Tees Pet Jan 27 Ord 

Feynett, Evaar, Pontypridd, Fishmonger aoa “Pet 
Jan6 Ord Jan 26 

Gee, Toomas WILLIAM, 
Ord Jan 28 

Grorar, Arcuig, Kardisland, Hereford, Miller 
Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 

Jackson, Joun Grorae, 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Jan 26 

Jones, Joux, Pwllheli, Carnarvon, 
Pet Jan13 Ord Jan 27 

Lanstey, Atrrep, High rd, Kilburn, 
Court Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 

Ler, Avnert Epwry, Shottenden, 
Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Mawnyinos, Artuur, Hurst Green, Sussex, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Tunbridge Wells Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 29 

Mason, Joun Epwarp, S Kirkby, nr Wakefield, Builder 
Wakefield Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 28 

Masters, Frepericx, Leicester Leicester 
Ord Jan 27 

Perry, James Jonny, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff 
Ord Jan 26 

Pratt, Josern, and Ricuarp BieaspAace, Bolton, Electrical 
Engineers Bolton Pet Jan14 Ord Jan 29 

Quiny, Ansiz Euizapsta, Dublin, Butchers 
Pet Dec7 Ord Jan 28 

Ranpewt, James, Mark _ Malt Factor 
Nov 24 Ord Jan 2 

Srarkes, THOMAS rons son, Carlisle, Grocer 
Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 

Tuomas, Evan, Penybank, Lilandilofaur, 
Licensed Victualler, Carmarthen Pet Jan 7 
28 

Witiiams, Eowarp Taomas, and Arruur James WILLIAMS, 
Birmingham, Manufacturing Jewellers Birmingham 
Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 27 

Womack, Frank Enaic, Bressingham, 

Ipswich Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 


Bangor 


Pet 


Photo- 


King- 


Norwich Norwich Pet Jan 28 
Leominster 
lymouth, Solicitor Plymouth 
3uilder Portmadoc 
Clothier High 


Kent Canterbury Pet 


Pet Jan 27 


Pet Jan 26 


Liverpool 
High Court Pet 
Carlisle Pet 


Carmarthen, 
Ord Jan 


Norfolk, Grocer 





Telephone: 602 Holbora. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 
Founpep mm Taz Reien oy Witt & Masry, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
LBVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VBLVEBT. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Olerks, & Ooroners« 
CORPORATION [TION $ UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


BY AUTHORITY 


Every requisite under the above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Suarez CERTIFICATES, sy ate pon &c., engraved and 
printed. Orriora Sears d 


Solicitors’ pve ‘eeutin 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stat oners, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 


49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, , E.C, (corner of 
Serjeants’ ta’ Inn). 





Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 














orner of 


l Filed, 











